ENFIELD INLAND WETLAND & WATERCOURSES AGENCY

TUESDAY, APRIL 6, 2010

***REGULAR MEETING @ 7:00 PM***

***PUBLIC HEARING to follow (if applicable)***

#*%*%*Council Chambers***

ENFIELD TOWN HALL
820 ENFIELD STREET
ENFIELD, CT

INFORMATION PACKET



AGENDA
MEETING OF THE
ENFIELD INLAND WETLANDS AND WATERCOURSES AGENCY
TUESDAY, APRIL 6, 2010 - 7:00 pm
REGULAR MEETING

#xxkkCoyncil Chamberps®*#**

*+% 820 ENFIELD STREET***
** ENFIELD, CT 06082 **
REGULAR MEETING

1. Call to Order
2. Roli Call
3. Pledge of Allegiance

4. Executive Session

(Matters regarding specific employees, pending litigation, acquisition of real estate
and / or matters exempt from disclosure requirements)

5. Public Hearing

a. XIW-10-04 - Town of Enfield Public Works - is requesting a permit to
reconstruct and enlarge the South Maple Street Bridge over the Scantic River
(Map 84, Lots 7, 12, 14 and 21). Submitted March 3, 2010, received
3/16/10, PPE 3/30/10, MAD 5/20/10.

6. Call to Order of Regular Meeting
7. Public Participation - Issues of concern not on the agenda
8. Correspondence

a. Public Works Correspondence Regarding Sharp Street

b. “Legislature Restores Consideration of Wildlife to Inlands and Watercourses
Act” Article

c. ERT Program Update

d. “Wetlands In the Courts - Recent Cases” Handout

e, DEP 2009 Legislation and Regulations Advisory

f. “Notification of Timber Harvest Form”

g. “The Habitat”
9. Commissioner’s Correspondence

a. Site Visit Updates
10.Approval of Minutes - February 2, 2010 & March 16, 2010
11.Wetlands Agent Report



12.0ld Business

a. TW-534- Enfield Properties - is requesting a permit to construct two
office buildings and five residential apartment buildings 153 South Road and
adjacent lots (Map 55, Lots 80, 93 & 99), within the regulated area.
Submitted 12/15/09, received 12/15/09, PPE 12/29/09, MPHCD 2/23/10,
EMPHCD 3/16/10,

13.New Business
14.New Applications to be Received

a. Applications to be received after Town deadline for Agenda
15.0ther Business

a. IWWA Fines Ordinance

b. IWWA Fee Schedule

c. IWWA Regulation Revisions

d

Next regular meeting is Tuesday, April 20, 2010 at 7:00PM in the
Council Chambers.

16.Adjourn

Acronym Key for Dates;

Submitted = Day it was Logged in by the Appropriate Town Office.

Rec'ed = Received (Date of First Regular Meeting after the day of submission or 35 days, which ever is socher}
PPE = Petition Period Ends (14 Days from Recelpt)

MAD = Mandatory Action Date (65 Days from Receipt}

EMAD = Extended Mandatory Action Date (Any combination up to 65 days from original MAD)

MPHCD = Mandatory Public Hearing Closing Date (35 Days from opening of the public hearing)

EMPHCD = Extended Mandatory Public Hearing Closing Date {(Any combination up to 65 Days from first MPHCD}
MPHAD = Mandatory Public Hearing Action Date (35 Days after close of the public hearing)

EMPHAD = Extended Mandatory Public Hearing Action Date (Any combination up to 65 Days from first MPHAD)

*Applicant can consent to extend the time frame for any of the steps but the total of all extensions together cannot exceed
65 days

TWWA Agenda Page 2 Aprit 6, 2010



PUBLIC HEARING
XIW-10-04 Town of Enfield Public Works



820 Enfield Street, Enfield, CT 06082
Phone: (860) 253-6355 Fax: (860) 2563-4729
www.enfield-ct.gov

To: Enfield Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Agency

From: Katie Bednaz, Assistant Town PlannerWetlands Agent

CC: Applicant

Date: March 31, 2010

Re: Agent Review for XiW-10-04 — South Maple Street Bridge

The foliowing are my review comments and observations regarding the Inland Wetland and
Watercourses Application XIW-10-04 for the South Maple Street Bridge Reconstruction,
plans entitled “Town of Enfield Construction Pians for Replacement of Bridge No. 03972,
South Maple Street Over Scantic River from Sta. 10+50.00 fo Sta. 15-59.25, Length 509.25
Feet”, dated 3/5/10 and 3/8/10, sheets 1-32. |n addition the application package and
supporting data as submitted and included in the application file has been reviewed.

1) The Inland Wetlands application number should be located on all plan sheets.
2} The following application requirements must be completed:

a. According fo Section 7.5 b. of the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses
Regulations (IWWR) “The land owner's name, address and telephone
number and written consent if the applicant is not the owner of the property
involved in the application;”

b. According to Section 7.5 h. "Names and addresses of abutting property
owners as of date no earlier than 30 days before the date the application is
submiifted to the Agency;”

c. According to Section 7.6 ¢. “The soil scientist shall prepare a report that
includes the name of the applicant and project, the location of any limits of
the property investigated, the dates of the soll investigations, a brief soil
description of each soil mapping unit investigated, the set of the consecutive
numbers used on survey types to identify the wetland boundaries appearing
on the site plan are to the best of his knowledge frue and accurate;” It is also
requested that the signature and certification by the soil scientist be located
on the project plans where the existing conditions are shown.

3) Grading and the limits of clearing should be shown for all of the catch basin outfails.

4y The iimit of the Upland Review Area (URA) needs to be clearly shown on the project
plans.

5) The existing tree line should be shown to the south of the proposed parking area so
that the extent of disturbance can be better evaluated.

6) The “Wetland Impacts & Mitigation” page of the application states that there will be
wildlife habitat accommodation on the north embankment. Please elaborate on what
the accommuodations are.

It also states that “Placement of natural streambed materials over the riprap” will be
done as a mitigation measure. Please explain how this will be accomplished.



Agent Review XIW-10-04
March 2010

7) Indicate on plans where materials will be stored and how they will be contained. The
storage area shall contain a designated concrete washout containment area.
Concrete washout can be harmful to wildlife and water quality, therefore it is
recommended that it be properly confrolled.

8) All portable restrooms or other fluid filled equipment are recommended to be stored
100 feet from any resource areas. It is recommendad that this be specified on the
project plans.

9} The typical erosion control detail needs to be shown on the plans. It is recommended
that haybales and silt fence be required within 100 feet of the Scantic River.

As always, please cantact me with any questions or concerns.

Kaweatlands\administrative\pplication Memo's To Commission\2010vSouth Maple St Bridge XIW1004 Review.doc
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Bednaz, Katie
XIN-10-04
From: Michael 8. Caronna [mcaronna@ncdhd.org]
Sent:  Wednesday, March 31, 2010 1:15 PM
To: Cabibbo, John; Hawkes, Piya
Ce: Giner, Jose; Bednaz, Katie

Subject: FW: Maple St Bridge, Enfield

FYi

From: Michael S, Caronna [mallto:mcaronna@ncdhd.org]
Sent: Wednesday, March 31, 2010 1:06 PM

To: 'hhaouchine@tectonicengineering.com’

Subject: RE; Maple St Bridge, Enfield

Addendum — Houcine: Subsequent to writing the report noted below, | reviewed a report dated 1/19/2010 from the
Connecticut Water Company regarding protection of the aquifer from potential hazardous waste spills. | concur with their
recommendation and suggest that the notes be placed on the plan as a requirement such that the contractor will he aware
of the site conditions and the need to take precaution.

3/31/72010

From: Michael S, Caronna [mailto:mcaronna@ncdhd.org]
Sent: Wednesday, March 31, 2010 12:49 PM

To: 'hhaouchine@tectonicengineering.com'

Subject: Maple St Bridge, Enfield

Houcine; Our Dept. has received and reviewed a plan for the replacing of the bridge over the Scantic River at Soutl
Maple St. and Powder Hill Rd.

The plan as submitted was prepared by Tectonic Engineering & Surveying Consultants P.C., consisted of two pages
numbered CON-1, dated 3/3/2010 and PRO- 1, dated 3/2/2010.

Per our discussion and as the plan shows there are no known water supply wells or septic systems in the area of
the proposed work. Further as per our discussion our Dept. is not aware of the location of water supply wells or
septic systems in the immediate area of the construction,

Therefore at this time our Dept. has no further comments regarding this construction project.  If you have need
of further assistance please céntact me - Michael.

Michael S. Caronna, R.S., M.P.H.
Director of Environmental Services
North Central District Health Dept.
31 North Main Street

P.O. Box 1222, Enfield Ct. 06083
860-745-0383, fax: 860-745-3188
mearonna@ncdhd.org
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Flood Management Certification Program for Municipal Projects
Funded’ by the Department of Transportation

Projects eligible for this certification program, as identified in the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU} between the
Departments of Transportation and Environmental Protection (03/18/2009), shall be rewewed by the Department of
Transportation for consistency with Section 25-684d (b) of the Connect:cut General Statutes” and Sections 25-68h-1 through
25-68h-3 of the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies (RCSA)® and approval shall be in accordance with the MOU. This
program shall not apply to projects that qualify for the Department of Transportation Flood Management General
Certification Program nor shall it be construed as a substitute for any other flood management or permit approval
process that may be required by the municipality.

1. Project ldentification

ConnDOT (PE} {Construction} City/Town(s}
Project No(s). 48-192 Enfield
Project Name South Maple Street Over Scantic River

2. Funding Source

Check the funding source(s} for the subject project from the eligible list below:

STP — Urban Program
STP —~ Rural Minor / Major Collector Program

[] State Local Bridge Program:
DOT Br. No(s).

(] Federat Local Bridge Program:
DOT Br. No(s).

Local Roads Accident Reduction Program
Federal Earmark Project
CT Special Act Grant

Safe Routes to School Program

Smail Town Economic Assistance Program

ODoOoxOood

1
{1 Transportation Enhancement Program

3. Quality Assurance/Quality Control

The intent of this document is to assist the applicant as well as the reviewer with the regulatory requirements, process,
scope and the completeness of the documentation for the flood management cerlification of a project. Failure to complete
this document in its entirety and/or to provide the information indicated therein will result in rejection of the flood
management submission and a possible delay in the project.

Enter contact information and signature of the person responsible for preparing this document and the completeness of the
submission below:

Name Company Name
Jeffrey A. Scala, P.E. Tectonic Engineering
Mailing Address City/Town State Zip Code
1344 Silas Deane Highway Rocky Hilt Ct 06067
Telephone No. Fax No. Email address
860.563.2341 860.257.4882 iscala@tecionicengineering.com

Date Prepared Signature

12/08/2009

[ Check this box if this document has been prepared by the ConnDOT Approved Hydraulic Engineer who shall be responsible for the
submission content. The Approved Hydraulic Engineer shall need only date and sign this saction, provided the cther contact
information is the same as In Section 7, Hydraulic Englneer Approval.

! Faderal or state funding passed to municipalities by ConnDOT
2 hitp:/icga.cl.oovico/Slatute Weh Site LCC.htm
3 hitp:iwww.cL.oovidep/owplview.asp?a=270480=323518

FMC-DOT-FMP-1 1of26 05/2009



Flood Management Certification Program for Municipal Projects Funded by the Department of Transportation

4. Other Permits/Authorizations/Certifications

This section should be completed in conjunction with Section 8, Flooding Scurce Identification & Floodplain
Determination, Section 9, Floodplain Involvement, and Section 10, Environmental Considerations.

Check for other permits/authorizations/certifications required for the subject project:

ConnDOT Flood Management General Certification — The general certification applies to certain minor activities in a
regulatory floodplain and is separate from the Flood Management Certification Program for Municipal Projects. The
application form and descriptions of approved activities for the general certification are available on the Hydraulics and
Drainage (H & D) website (htpiiweny.cloovidoticowpiview.asp?a=230380=300368)

The descriptions of approved activities of the general certification have been reviewed. The subject project does not
qualify for the Flood Management General Certification.

DEP inland Water Resources Div. (IWRD): ] NOIWRD PERMITS REQUIRED
hiin:/fwww.ct.govidepfowpview.asp?a=270980=3242228depNay_GID=1643

Permit Type Date Approved Parmit Type Date Approved
[ Inland Wetlands & Watercourses [C] Dam Construction

[ Stream Channel Encroachment Line* B 401 water Quality Certification

[] Water Diversion [7] General Pammit - Indicate type below

*A listing of SCEL reguiated areas Is provided atthe H& D Tvoe:

website @ htip:/vwwvect.qovidotowplview.asp?e=230380=300868 ype:

[0 Any project that requires an Infand Wetlands & Wafercourses, Stream Channel Encroachment Line or Water
Diversion permit from the DEP is not eligible for this program. The project must be submitted to the DEP in
accoerdance with the MOU.

DEP (Other Permits): Date Approved
Aguifer Protection Area (hitpdfwvow.cl.govidep/icwplview.asp?a=27088q=324222&depNav GiD=1643) unknown

] Stormwater and Dewatering Wastewaters from Construction Activities {(a.k.a. Stormwater Discharge)
http:l/mvw.ct.qov/dep/cwp/v%ew.asp?al=27{)9&<}=324212&depNav GID=1643#StormwaterConstructionGP

DEP Office of Long Island Sound Programs {OLISP): < NO OLISP PERMITS REQUIRED
hitp:/fwww. ct.gov/dep/ewplview.asp?a=27098&0=3242228&depNay GID=1643
Permit Type Date Approved Permit Type Date Approved
[ structures, Dredging and Fill & Tidal {1 Certificate of Permission
Wetlands

[l OLISP General Permit —Indicate type Type:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps): [0 NG CORPS PERMIT REQUIRED
hitp:fiwww.nae. usace. amy.milfreafindex.him

Permit Type Date Approved
[} Programmatic General Permit (PGP) £ Category 1 [J category2

[ Individual

Municipal Permits:

Permit Type Date Approved Permit Type Date Approved

inland Wetlands

FMC-DOT-FMP-1 20f26 05/2009



Flood Management Certification Program for Municipal Projects Funded by the Department of Transportation

5. Exemptions

Any project that requires an exemption (CGS Section 25-88d.) from the Flood Management Regulations is not eligible for
this program. Complete this section to determine if an exemption is required.

Project
complies

Exemption
required

The application for Flood Management Certification shall provide information certifying that:

X

O

1. The proposal will not obstruct flood flows or result in an adverse increase in flood elevations,
significantly affect the storage or flood control value of the floodplains, cause an adverse increase
in flood velocities, or an adverse flooding impact upon upstream, downstream or abutting
properties, or pose a hazard to human life, health or property in the event of a base flood or base
flood for a critical activity.

2. The proposal complies with the provisions of the National Flood Insurance Program (44 CFR 59 et
seq.), and any floodplain zoning requirements adopted by a municipalily in the area of the
proposal and the requirements for stream channel encroachment lines adopted pursuant to the
provisions of section 22a-342.

3. Ifthe base flood or base flood for a critical activity is elevated above the increment authorized by
the National Flood insurance Program or the flocd storage loss would cause adverse increases in
such base flood flows, easements and property in floodplains shall be acquired, through public or
private purchase or conveyance.

4. The proposal promotes fong-term nonintensive floodplain uses and has utilities located to
discourage floodplain development.

5. Flood-proofing techniques, dikes, dams, channel alterations, seawalis, breakwaters or other
struciures have been considered and will be used to the extent feasible to protect new and existing
structures and utility lines, only where there are no practical alternatives and stormwater
management practices will be implemented in accordance with regulations adopted pursuant to
section 25-68h.

6. Flood forecasting and warning capabilities are consistent with the system maintained by the
National Weather Service and a fiood preparedness plan has been prepared.

O

7. The project design is consistent with the floodpiain management and stormwater management
standards set forth in Sections 25-68h-2 and 25-68h-3 of the Regulations of Connecticut State
Agencies.

[ 1 The project requires an exemption from the Flood Management Regulations and is not eligible for this program
The project shall be submitted to the DEP in accordance with the MOU.

if an exemption is required, indicate the specific regulation(s) andfor standard(s) that can not be met, the reason(s} why and
the potential impacts below:

[] Aletter to the DEP must be prepared requesting an exemption from the Flood Management Regulations citing the
specific regulations which can not be met, the reasons why and the potential impacts.

[ wWhen submitted to the DEP, exemption reguests require a public netice and comment period that could resultin a
public hearing prior to approval.

FMC-DOT-FMP-1

3of 26 05/2009




Flood Management Certification Program for Municipal Projects Funded by the Depariment of Transportation

6. Significant Impacts

Any project or activity considered a significant impact as defined under Section 25-68h-1 of the Flood Management
Regulations for State Agencies is not eligible for this program. Complete this section to determine if the project includes a
significant activity as defined in the regulations.

Yes No Does the project include any activity that would create/cause:

] X 1. Afive percent increase in peak flow rates at any downstream point

— 2, A twenty percent increase in flow velocities or a change that allows a stable condition to become
U
unstable

[HI [ 3. An unacceptable cumulative impact

| X 4, Flooding on developed property not currently subject to fiooding

| X 5. A downstream dam to hecome unsafe

[ if the answer is yes to one or more of the above, the project includes a significant activity as defined in the
regulations and is not eligible for this program. The project shall be submitted to the DEP in accordance with
the MOU,

7. Hydraulic Engineer Approval

In order to be eligible for this program, the engineer responsible for preparing the hydraulic analysis and design and the
flood management certification for the project must be pre-approved by the Department in accardance with Section 404.01 of
the Department’s Consultant Administration And Project Development Manual and Section 1.2.4 of the Drainage Manual.
Enter the information for the approved Hydraulic Engineer below:

Name CT PE Number Company Name

Manish Gupta, P.E. 17919 GM?2 Assocciates

Mailing Address City/Town State Zip Code

730 Hebron Avenue Glastonbury CT 06033

Telephone No. Fax No. Email address

860. 659-14186 860.657-2926 imkgupta@gm2inc.com
Approval Request Date Date Approved

08/14/2009 10/9/2009

FMC-DOT-FMP-1 4 of 26 05/2009



Flocd Management Certification Program for Municipal Prejects Funded by the Department of Transportation

8. Flooding Source Identification & Floodplain Determination

State Floeod Management Cerdification (FMC) is required for projects proposing activities within mapped, 1-percent annual
chance (100-Year) floodplains, designated as Zone A, AE, or A-numbered and V or VE (coastal floodplains) FEMA Flood
Hazard Zones where the drainage area of the flooding source is greater than or egual to one square mile.

Note: FMC is not required for propesed activities in:

@ mapped floodplaing where the drainage area of the flooding source is /ess than one square mile, or

® unmapped floodplains with drainage areas greater than or equal to one square mile unfess changes in drainage

patterns are proposed.

The floodplain designation and drainage area at the project site(s) shall be verified by complating the following section:

Flooding Source

Site 1 Site 2

‘Site 3 -

Site Description
{(ex. Br. No., Sta., etc.)

Bridge No. 03872

Name of Stream
or Waterbody

Scantic River

.D_rainage Area @ Site

69.7 square miles

Caopies of the drainage area delineation{s) must be attached and included in the preliminary hydrologic and hydraufic design reports.

FEMA Flood Insurance Study (FIS) Data. Downloads available at FEMA Map Service Center:
hitg:/msc.fema.qoviwebappiwes/stores/serviet/StoreCatatogDisplay?storefd=10001&catalcgld=10001&langld=-1&userType=G

Flood Insurance Rate &
Floodway Maps

Site 1 Site 2

Site 3

Map Panel No(s)

09003C0231F

Effective Date(s) September 26, 2008
Flood Hazard Zone(s) A

[Indicate “None”, if no zone]

Regulatory Floodway Yes

(Yes/No)

K Copies of FEMA Ficod Insurarice Rate Maps (FIRM) and Floodway & Flood Hazard Boundary Maps (if separate maps were
published) with bridge locations and/or project limits annotated must be attached to this form and included in the preliminary
hydraulic design and the flocdplainffioodway analysis reports,

9. Floodplain Involvement

Type of Floodplain Involvement (Check all that apply)

Site 1

Site 2

Site 3

(<) Bridge/Culvert Replacement

[ Bridge/Culvert Rehabilitation
or Modification

O Fill g Cut in floodplain
[ Fill O Cut in floodway
[ Stream Alteration

[0 New or Substantially
Improved Structure
{i.e., Building/Facility)

[ Critical Activity as defined in
CGS Sec. 25-68b (4)

[ Bridge/Culvert Replacement

[ Bridge/Culvert Rehabilitation
or Modification

7] Fii [0 Cutin flocdplain
O Fill O Cut in floodway
] Stream Alteration

[ New or Substantially
Improved Structure
(i.e., Building/Facility)

[3 Critical Activity as defined in
CGS Sec. 25-68b (4)

7] Bridge/Culvert Replacement

[ Bridge/Culvert Rehabilitation
or Modification

[ Fill O Cutin floodplain
O Filt O Cut in floodway
[] Stream Alteration

O New or Substantially
Improved Structure
(i.e., Building/Facility)

1 Critical Activity as defined in
CGS Sec. 25-68b (4)

FMC-DAT-FMP-1

5 of 26

05/2008




Flood Management Certification Program for Municipal Projects Funded by the Department of Transportation

9. Fioodplain Involvement {continued)

Regulatory floodplain/floodway analyses - Based on the type and extent of floodplain involvement, Yes/No
does the project require detailed hydraulic analyses in accordance with the DEP “Hydraulic Analysis

Guidance Document” available at atto:iwew.ct.govidep/owpiview.asp?a=27098623242228denNay_GID=1643 Yes
if no, explain;

Has the stream been studied in detail by the FEMA FIS? {Yes/No) No

study, Enter the FEMA data request and receipt information in the space provided:

If yes, the back-up hydraulic analysis data used in the FIS must be obtained from FEMA using the FIS Data Reguest Form
{hitp:/iwww.ferma.govilibraryiviewRecord.do7id=2223), untess the town/city has a copy of the data that matches the effective

Date Requested Data Available {Yes/No)? Partly Date Received

12/15/2008

analysis report.

in the preliminary floodplainfloodway analysis report.

1 A copy of the archive hydraulic data obtained from FEMA or the town/city must be included in the preliminary flcodplain/floodway

[J Al copies of correspondence with FEMA, in particular, if FEMA determines that the hydraulic data is unavailable, must be included

Critical Activity - Does the proposed project involve the treatment, storage and disposal of hazardous Yes/No
waste or the siting of hospitals, housing for the elderly, schools or residences, in the 0.2 per cent (500 NG
year) floodplain?
[] if yes, the base flood for ine critical activity shall have a recurrence interval equal to the 500 year flood event.

. . : . . . . . Yes/No
Nonintensive Floodplain Uses - Will the proposed project promote development in floadplains or will
utilities servicing the project be located so as to enable floodplain development? No

Explain (required if yes or no):

significantly wider and have no negative impacts.

The praposed work within the regulated area invoives the replacement of the bridge structure. The new structure will be

National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP} — Does the proposed project meet the NFIP minimum Yes/No
standards established in 44 CFR, Chapter 1, Subchapter B, Part 60.3, floodplain management criteria for y
flood-prone areas? os

- . C . e Yes/No
Municipal Regulations - Has the municipality in which the proposed project is to be |ocated adopted
floodplain reguiations containing requirements that are more restrictive than the NFIP floodplain No
management criteria for flood-prone areas?
If yes, describe the more restrictive requirements:
Does the proposed project comply with the more restrictive standards of the municipality (Yes/No)?

FMC-DOT-FMP-1 6 of 26 05/2009




Flood Management Certification Program for Municipal Projects Funded by the Department of Transportation

8. Floodplain Involvement {confinued)

Regulatory Floodplain with No Fioodway — The NFIP requires that until a regulatary floodway is designated, that no
new construction, substantial improvements, or other development (including fill) shall be permitted within Zones A1-30
and AE unless it is demanstrated that the cumulative effect of the proposad development, when combined with ali other
existing and anticipated development, will not increase the water surface elevation of the base flood more than one foot at
any point. (If no regulatory floodway has been adopted, project impacts may be evaluated by considering an equivalent
conveyance loss on the opposite side of the river from the proposed project.)

Is the proposed project consistent with this requirement? X Yes [J No [I Not applicable. The site has
a regulatory floodway.

Floodway Encroachments - Does the proposed project include encroachments, including fill, new Yes/No
construction, substantial improvements, or other development within a NFIP adopted regulatory floodway? No

If yes, will the proposed encroachment into the floodway result in any increase In flood levels during either the 100 year or
10 year discharges?

100-year: [] No Increase [ There is an increase In 100-yr flood level of (1/100ths of a foot):

Is the increase contained within city/town property (Yes/No)?

Has approval of such increase been received in accordance with
44 CFR, Chapter 1, Subchapter B, Part 65.12 (Yes/No)?

RCSA Section 25-68h-2{c){5) and Section 80.3(d)}{3) of NFIP regulations prohibit any activity within a regulatory floodway
which would result in any increase in the base flood water surface elevation, In order for any proposed project which does
not meet these standards to be approved, a map revision fs required from FEMA. Some Increase in the loocdway
elevations within the roadway right-of-way may be acceptable without FEMA's prior approval, however, an exemption to
the flood management regulations would be required and the project would need to be submitted {o the DEF in
accordance with the MOU.

10-year; [] No Increase [1 There is an increase in 10-yr flood level of (1/100ths of a foot):

Is the increase contained within city/town property (Yes/No)?

RCSA Section 25-68h-2(c)(5) prohibits any activity within a regulatory floodway which would result in an increase in the
elevation of the 10-year water surface. An increase within the right of way or one with no adverse impact may be
approved, however, an exemption to the flood management regulations would be required and the project would need to
be submitted to the DEP in accordance with the MOU.

Flooding - Will the proposed project pose any hazard to human life, health or property in the eventof a Yes/No
base flood? No

Explain:
The project has been designed to conform fo the regulatory requirements and does not increase the flooding elevations,

FMC-DOT-FMP-1 7 of 28 05/2009



Flood Management Certification Program for Municipal Projects Funded by the Depariment of Transpartation

9. Floodplain involvement (continued)

Flood Elevations - Will the proposed project cause an increase in fiood elevation during the base flood Yes/No
discharge? No
If yes, the increase in flood elevation in 1/100ths of a foot is:
. . ) . ) . : Yes/No
Flood Velocities - Will the proposed project cause an increase in flow velocity during the base flood
discharge? No
If yes, the increase in flow velocity in fest per second is:
) . . . . . ; Yes/No
Will such increase in velocity or fiood elevation cause channel erosion or pose any hazard to human life,
health or property? No
Explain:
No increases in velocity. The new structure is designed to prevent any damage from scour.
Flood Storage - Will the proposed project affect the flood storage capacity or flood confrol value of the Yes/No
floodplain®? No
Explain:
No decrease in flood storage capacity or flood control value of the floodplain
Begrading or Aggrading Stream Beds - Is the streambed currently degrading or aggrading?
{1 Degrading [] Aggrading | I Neither
Has the project design addressed degrading or aggrading streambed conditions {Yes/iNo)?
[ce Jams - |s the watercourse prone fo lce jams or floods due to ice (Yes/No)? No
Has the project design considered ice jams or floods due to ice (Yes/No)? No

Storage of Materials & Equipment -~ Storage of materials that could be injurious to human health or the environment in
the event of flooding is prehibited below the elevation of the 500 year flood. Other material or equipment may be stored
below the 500 year flood elevation provided that such material or eguipment is not subject to major damage by floods, and
provided that such material or equipment is firmly anchored, restrained or enclosed fo prevent it from floating away or that
such material or equipment can be removed prior fo floeding.

Will the construction or use of the proposed project involve the storage of materials below the 500 year Yes/No
flood elevation that are bugyant, hazardous, flammable, explesive, soiuble, expansive or radicactive, or

the storage of any other materials which could be injurious to human, animal or plant life in the eventof & No
flood?

If yes, describe the materials and how such materials will be protected from flood damage, secured or removed from the
floodplain to prevent pollution and hazards to life and property.

The project site is within the 500 year limits, however, standard CTDOT specifications call for the contractor to remove
any materials from the site for impending high flows.
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9, Floodplain Involvement (continued)

Floodwater Loads - Will structures, facilities and stored materials be anchored or otherwise designed to
prevent floatation, collapse, or lateral movement resulting from hydrodynamic and hydrostatic loads,
including the effects of buoyancy?

Yes/No

Yes

with time of concentrations of over 6 hours shall be the 10 year frequency tidal surge level.

Coastal Areas - Flood hazard potential in coastal areas shall be evaluated considering surface profiles of the combined
oceurrence of tides, storm surges, and peak runoff. The starting water surface elevation for the base flood in watersheds

if the proposed project is in a coastal area, have the hydraulic analyses incorporated these criteria?

1 Yes ] No B Notin Coastal Area

10. Environmental Considerations

Fisheries review and concurrence information below:

Fish Passage & Habitat — The design of bridges, culverts and stream channel alterations along watarcourses must be
reviewed by and recelve concurrence from the Department of Environmental Protection Fisheries Division. Enter the

Fishertes Review Request Date Fisheries Comments Date Fisheries Concurrence Date

hydraulic design and the floodplain/floodway analysis reports

[ Copies of all correspondence with the DEP Fisheries must be attached to this form and/or included in the prefiminary

Endangered, Threatened Or Special Concern Species — Is the project site Yas/No
located within an area identified as a habitat for endangered, threatened or

Date of Map

special concern species as identified on the "State and Federal Listed Species

and Natural Communities Map™? No
hitp:iheenw.cl.govidep/owpiview. asp7a=26888q=322808&depMNav GID=1707

Feb, 2009

Date Requested

if yes, complete and submit a Connecticut Natural Diversity Data Base (CT NDDB) Review Request
Form (DEP-APP-007) to the DEP Bureau Cf Natural Resources, Wildlife Division.
http:/fwww.ct.govidep/cwplview.asp?a=27098&q=3242188depNay GID=1843NDDB

Correspondence received (Yos/No)? Date Reviewed

Concerns:

Yes/No

Survey Date

Has a field survey been conducted to determine the pressnce of these species? If
yes, provide biologist's nhame & address. No

Name Address

[ Copies of any correspondence provided to or received from the NDDB, including copies of the completed CT NDDB
Review Request Form, any field surveys, and any other information which may lead you to believe that endangered or
threatened species may or may not be located in the area of the project, must be attached fo this form.

Yes/No

Aquifer — |s the site located within an aquifer protection area as defined in Section 22a-354a through
354bb of the General Statutes? If yes, coordination with the water company is required.

Yes

Hazardville Water Company

N f Water C n .
ame of Yater Lormpany Connecticut Water Company

Public Water Supply — Is the project located within a public water supply Yes/No [ Reservoir
watershed or a weil-head protection area? Yes K Well-head
Name of Reservoir or Well-head Name of Water Company

Hazardville Water Company
Connecticut Water Company

FMC-DOT-FMP-1 9 of 26

05/2009




Fiood Management Certification Program for Municipal Projects Funded by the Dapartment of Transportation

10. Environmental Considerations (continued)

If project is located within public water supply watershed or aquifer protection area:

water authority. (plans sent for review 12/9/2009)

in the confract documents.

The design of storm drainage systems shall be coordinated with the Department of Public Health (DPH) and the

[] Copies of any correspondence/meeting minutes with the DPH and the water company must be attached to this form.

X] A “Notice to Contractor” shall be prepared with input from the Office of Envirenmental Planning that shall be included

Stormwater Quality — Does the project include new installation or the modification of storm drainage
systems?

YesiNo

Yes

Stormwater Quality Manual {httpihwww.ct.govidep/cwpiview.asp?a=272184=3257048depNay_GID=1654).

Xl If yes, the drainage design and stormwater treatment practices shall be in accordance with the ConnDOT Drainage
Manual (hitp:fwww.ct.govidotowpiiew.asp?a= 32008022601 168 dotPNavCir=[#40139}, the Design Measures for Stormwalter
Permits Phase Il (http:/fwww.claovidot/cwp/view.asn?a=2303&q=300888) guidelines and the DEP 2004 Connecticut

Environmental Compliance (hitp:./iww.ct.qov/dotewp/view.asp?a=36098q=430362).

Erosion and Sediment Control (E & 8) — E & S plans shall be consistent with the 2002 Connecticut Guidelines for Soif
Erosion and Sediment Control {http:fienany.ct.govideplewplview.asp?a=27208q=3256608depNav_(GID=1654), the current version of
ConnDO*'s *On Site Mitigation for Construction Activities” and the Standard Specifications Form 816, Section 1.10,

(] E & S plans shall be developed in final design in accordance with the required documents,

Estimate totat acres of site disturbance for project: The General Permit for Stormwater Discharge shall be:
K less thant acre K] Not Reguired
[] greater than or equal to 1 acre but less than 5-acres [l Reviewed & Approved by City/Town
[0 greaterthan 5 acres {1 Registered with the DEP

hilpfvwnw ot govideplowplview.asp?a=27008g=32421 28depiav GID=1843#SlormwaterConstruciionGP

General Permit for Stormwater and Dewatering Wastewaters from Construction Activities {Stormwater Discharge):

FMC-DOT-FMP-1 10 of 26
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10. Environmental Gonsiderations {continued)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) Programmatic General Permit (PGP} — The Corps regulates any work in U.S.
waters or wetlands. The New England District of the Corps has issued a PGP to expedite review of minimal impact projects
in coastal and inland waters and wetlands within the State of Connecticut. Although the PGP is not directly related to the
FMC, the requirements for bridges or culverts under the PGP may affect the design of these structures which may in turn
affect the documentation for the FMC. Therefore, an early understanding of the PGP requirements is necessary to ensure
that the project is eligible for the streamlined Corps permit andfor lo avoid any unnecessary design changes that may affect
the FMC approval and the project schedule. A copy of the CT PGP is available at hitp://www.nae.usace.ammy.milfreg/ctoap.pdf

Indicate the area of impact to inland or tidal wetlands from the project { ¢ = No Impact )

K inland

[1 Tidal

Permanent (Acres)

Temporary {Acres)

Total Impact {Acres)

.0138 estimated

0.0 estimated

Does the project result in fill in the regulatory floodway (Yes/No)? No
Does the project include a bridge or culvert waterway crossing (Yes/No)? Yes
Is the drainage area to the bridge/culvert greater than or equal to one square mile (Yes/No)? Yes

X Bridge or Open-Bottom Structure

[0 Culvert or Artificial-Bottom Structure

X
bank full width

<
than 0.25 meters

X

Crossing spans af least 1.2 times the watercourse
Structure has an openness ratio equal to or greater

X] Structure allows for continuous flow and does not
result in a change of the normal surface elevation
of the upstream waters, waterway or wetland

Structure incorperates a riparian bank on at least
one side for wildlife passage

Open bottom arches, bridge spans or embedded culverts are
generally preferred over traditional culverts and are required for
Category 1/non-reporting profects. However, site constraints
may make use of an open botfom arch, bridge span or
embedded culverts impractical, and in these cases
documeniation must be provided.

O

O

4

Structure has an openness ratio equal to or greater
than 0.25 meters

Culvert gradient is less than or equal to the
streambed gradient upstream and downstream of
the culvert

Invert is set at least 1 foot below streambed
elevation; (for double box crossings, at least one
box is set 1 foot below, for culverts where one foot
is not practicable, 25% of the pipe must be
depressed)

Structure allows for continuous flow and does not
result in a change of the normal surface slevation
of the upstream waters, waterway or wetland

Structure does not impede the passage of fish

Waterway Crossing Data — Enter the bridge/culvert crossing data below:

Location Site 1 Site 2 Site 3
Bridge/Culvert Type Single Span Bridge

Span/Size 80 ft m ft m ft m
Channel Bankfull Width 60 ft m ft m ft m
Culvert embedment depth ft m ft m ft m
Cross Sectional Area Approx, 2 2 2 2 2
(excludes embedded area) 1024 ft* m ft m ft m
Bridge/Culvert Length

{in direction of flow) 45 ft m ft m ft m
Openness Ratio (m*/m) Approx. 22.7 m m m

Check the type of permit required for the project:

]

Froject is Category 1 eligible. Docurnentation will be processed through Office of Environmental Planning.

]

Project is Category 2 sligible and must be presented at Project Manager's Meeting. Corps application Form ENG 4345
and CT PGP addendum (both available af http://www.nae.usace.army.milfregfindex.htm) must be prepared, If any of the

above criteria cannot be met, a justification for the reasons must be included in the permit submission.

|

Project is not eligible for PGP. An individual permit must be submitted to the Corps.

FMC-DOT-FMP-1
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11. Stormwater Management

Stormwater Runoff — The proposed project will (check all that apply):

[[1 increase the area of impervious surfaces [] Alter existing drainage patterns

[0 tncrease runoff coefficients {1 Ajter time of concentrations

[0 Change the timing of runoff in relation to adjacent watersheds

Will the proposed project impact downstream areas by increasing peak flow rates, the timing of runoff, or Yes/No

the volume of runoff? No

If yes, describe the downstream impacts for the 2, 10 and 100 year frequency discharges:

The pre and post development peak flow rates at the downstream design point are as follows:

Peak Discharges (CFS)

Return Frequency (Year}

Pre-Development Post-Developmeant
2
10
100
: ao s . Hour
The ahove peak discharges were computed utilizing the a storm duration of: py

This duration storm was selected because a CTDOT roadway deslgn criterion was utilized due to funding sources and
desire of tawn.

Describe the location of the design point and why this location was chosen:
The design point is immediately upstream of the bridge structure. This is the most logical point since it accounts for neariy
all of the drainage from the project and eliminates rights of way requirements.

Stormwater Detention Facilities — Does the propesed project include the construction of any stormwater Yes/No

detention facilities? No

[.] K yes, complete the Stormwater Detention Facilittes worksheet and attach

Storm Drainage Systems — Does the proposed project include the construction of subsurface storm Yes/No

drainage systems? No

[} If yes, complete the Storm Drainage Systems worksheet and attach

12. Hydrologic Reporti(s)

[ Perform hydrolegic analysis in accordance with the methods identified in the current ConnDOT Drainage Manual and
Consulting Engineers General Memarandum 07-08, “StreamStats™ (hilp:/iwww.ct.qov/dot/cwplview.asp?a=230389=421918).

] Prepare narrative describing the watershed; design storm frequency; FEMA, SCEL, USGS stream gage, StreamStats
or other study discharge information, if available; the hydrologic methodologies used in the analysis; results of the
hydrologic analysis and final recommendations for the 2, 10, 25, 50, 100 and 500-year storm frequencies.

Include all other decumentation as outlined in Chapter 6, Appendix [ of the Drainage manual.

X X

Submit a draft Hydrologic Report to ConnDOT for review and approval. The persons preparing and checking the report
shall sign and date the report. The report shall be signed and dated by the Department approved hydraulic engineer
and include a professional engineer seal, signature and date.

[J Incorporate comments into report, repackage and resubmit Final Report with signatures. Provide responses to previous
comments.
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13. Hydraulic Report(s)

DPepending on whether ihe flooding source identified in Seclion 4, “Flooding Source ldentification & Floodplain
Determination”, has been studied in detail by FEMA, one or both of the following documents shali be required:

A. Preliminary Hydraulic Analysis Report — This report and hydraulic analyses contained therein, shall document the
hydraulic design for the project and its conformance to the standards and design criteria outlined in the ConnDOT
Drainage Manual 2000, as ravised. The manual and revisions can be found on the internet at
hitp:ffwveve.ct.govidetowpiview.asp?a=13858Q=260118. For projects potentially affecting a regulatory floodplain that was
determined by approximate methods (FEMA Zone A), this report and hydraulic analyses contained thergin, shall
document that the proposed project is in conformance with the applicable flood management standards and criteria
prescribed in Sections 25-68b through 25-68h of the Connecticut General Statutes {CGS), Sections 25-68h-1 through
25-68h-3 of the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies, and Section 13a-84 of the CGS.

The report and hydraulic analyses shall be prepared in accordance with the latest version of the DEP “Hydraulic
Analysis Guidance Document” and the ConnDOT Drainage Manual. The hydraulic analyses shall be performed using
the latest version of the ACOE HEC-RAS computer program unless another program has been specified or approved
by the Department.

Cross sections for the hydraulic models shall be developed from field survey and where appropriate, supplemented
with cross sections from previous analyses, LIDAR data or other available contour mapping.

Peak discharges from the approved Final Hydrologic Report shall be used. Unless otherwise noted, the 2, 10, 25, 50,
100, and 500-year storm events shall be analyzed for riverine conditions. For tidal structures a combination of tidal
storm surge and riverine flooding needs to be analyzed.

X Required — Complete Section 13A [ Not Required {indicate reason)
Reason:

BE. Preliminary Floodplain/Floodway Analysis Report — This report is only required for floodplain/floodway involvement
in watercourses that have been studied in detail by FEMA. The report is not required for watercourses with FEMA
Flood Hazard Zone “A”, "B, or “X" (“C” in older studies) designations or when no zone designation is shown on the
FEMA mapping. For projecis potentially affecting a regulatery floodplain and floodway, this report and hydraulic
analyses contained therein, shall document that the proposed project is in conformance with the applicable flood
management standards and criteria prescribed in Sections 25-68b through 25-68h of the Connecticut General Statutes
(CGS), Sections 25-68h-1 through 25-68h-3 of the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies, and Section 13a-94 of
the CGS.

The report and hydraulic analyses shall be prepared in accordance with the latest version of the DEP “Hydraulic
Analysis Guidance Document” (http:/idep.state.ct.us/pac/download htm#WRD) and the ConnDOT Drainage Manual. The
hydraulic analyses shall be performed using the latest version of the ACOE HEC-RAS computer program unless
another program has been specified or approved by the Department.

Cross sections for the hydraulic models shall be the same as those used for the published FEMA F1S. The original
FEMA F1S hydrologic and hydraulic analysis data is requested as noted in Section 4 of this form. When the FEMA data
is unavailable, the DEP guidance document shall be followed. The FIS cross sections may be supplemented, replaced
or additional cross sections from field survey information may be inserted into the hydraulic model in order to define the
project site as outlined in the DEP guidance document. In cases where discrepancies between the FIS cross sections
and the current survey information are unacceptable, or obvious input errors are noted, data from the current survey
shall be used.

Peak discharges from the published FEMA FIS shall be used. Unless otherwise noted, the 10, 50, 100, and 500-year
peak discharges shall be analyzed for the floodplain {unencroached condition) analysis. The 10 and 100 peak
discharges shall be analyzed in the floodway (encroached condition) analysis. When only a portion of the stream reach
is being studied by the project, the hydraulic models shall start and end at “lettered” FEMA cross sections.

[L] Required — Complete Section 138 X Mot Required (indicate reason)

Reason: Design has been prepared as if the project has been studied in detail by FEMA, bul the watercourse has a
FEMA Flood Hazard Zone "A” designation. Based on this criterion, no separate floodway report has been
prepared.
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13A. Preliminary Hydraulic Analysis Report

The following hydraulic models shall be developed:
B Existing conditions model — This model shall be developed to reflect the current, pre-project conditions.

Xl Natural conditions mode! — This modef is required for all structure replacements and is typically developed by removing
existing structure data from the existing conditions model. Only the 100-year peak discharge needs to be analyzed In
the natural conditions model.

X] Proposed conditions model — This model Is developed by imposing the proposed structure and any other proposed
modifications onto the existing conditions model. Proposed modifications may include, among other things, floodplain
encroachments resulting from the proposed highway and bridge design and any stream channe!
relocationsirestorations. The prefiminary hydraulic design and proposed medel shall also address any fisheries and
aquatic habitat concerns identified by the DEP Fisheries review. The hydraulic models shall be compared to verify that
there are no increases in elevations from existing to proposed conditions and that the propesed conditions model does
not increase the water surface elevation by more than one foot over the natural conditions for the 100-year storm
event. The proposed conditions model results shall be used to verify that the design of culverts and bridges satisfy the
design criteria outlined in Tables 8-4 and 9-2 of the Drainage Manual. The In certain cases where these and other
design criteria can not be satisfied due to site conditions or other constraints, the report must document the reasons,
potential impacts and provide recommendations.

B Temporary conditions model - In combination with the anticipated construction methodology and/or stage construction
plans, conceptual water handling and flood contingency plans shall be developed. The temporary conditions model
shall reflect any obstructions and reduced channel capacities caused by temporary hydraulic facilities that are used to
temporarily divert stream flow or isolate work areas from the stream flow as shown in the water handling plan. All
stages of construction shall be analyzed using a temporary deslgn flow as determined by the methodology in Chapter
6, Appendix F, "Hydrology for Temparary Facilities”, of the Drainage Manual. In some cases, an analysis of the worst-
case scenario only, may be acceptable to document that the temporary condition will not cause or exacerbate flooding
of the roadway or private properly or result in excessive erosion and sedimentation. As a part of the development of a
flood contingency plan for the project, storms greater than the temporary design storm shall also be evaluated and, if
necessary, the water handling/stage construction plans shall be modified to avoid excessive flooding or erosion during
construction.

All hydraufic models for a specific site shall be created and maintained in the same HEC-RAS project {.prj) file
using different geomelry, flow data and plan files where needed. The HEC-RAS program has been specifically
designed fo facilitate review of different conditions and scenarios in this fashion.

[1 Channe! Design — Conceptual plans and calculations shall be included in the report for any channel design, stream
relocation/restoration, revetment design, scour countermeasures, fisheries enhancements or other similar work
proposed for the project.

X1 Prepare Report — The report shall include ali information required to clearly document the site specific hydraulic
analysis and design. At a minimum, the report shall include the following material:

B4 Location Maps {annotated TRU, USGS Quad, FEMA and aerial maps)

Hydraulic Data Sheets (DM, Chapter 9, Appendix A) for each proposed structure based on ConnBOT design
discharge.

b
X Hydraulic Cross-Section Location Map{s) with topography and contours showing existing and proposed cross
section locations, The map(s) shall be developed from the base mapping for the project.
] Water Surface Profile Plots

I Existing, Natural & Proposed at 100-year design discharge

B Existing & Proposed at 10-year design discharge

B Proposed at 100-year design discharge
B4 Comparison Tables

X] Existing vs. Proposed & Proposed vs. Natural 100-year Water Surface Elevation

Existing vs. Proposed 10-year Water Surface Elevation

Existing vs. Proposed 100-year Average Channel Velocity

<l Existing vs. Proposed 10-year Average Channei Velocity
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13A. Preliminary Hydraulic Analysis Report {continued)

B Narrative deseribing the project; hydrolagy; hydraulic design criteria, analysis methodology and results; natural,
existing and proposed conditions; model boundary conditions; hydraulic structures; channel design, stream
relocations and restorations; fish passage; any unusual aspects of the hydrautic analysis, results and design;
conclusions and recommendations. For structure replacements that decrease backwater from existing conditions,
the narrative shall address qualitatively potential downstream effects due to loss of upstream flood storage volume,
if it appears that downstream effects may be detrimental, then additional analyses may be required to verify the
effects or the design may need to be modified accordingly. The narrative shall be comprehensive and clear
enough to expedite the review process by guiding the reviewers’ through the project, the hydraulic analysis and
design. The document shall also serve as a record so that the design methodology and intent may be understood
should the document be referenced many years in the future, Stage construction, water handling, temporary
hydraulic facilities and flood contingency shalf be described in 2 separate narrative included in an appendix to the
report.

B Appendices
X Site photographs
B Data Collection & Field review Forms

B HEC-RAS hydraulic model input and output data — Full printout for proposed condition oniy; HEC-RAS Profile
Output Tables — Standard Table 1 including the 2, 10, 25, 50, 100, and 500-year storm events for existing and
proposed conditions and 100-year for the natural condition.

Hydraulic calculations — Include all miscellaneous hydraulic calculations used for the design of the project.
Channel Design — Include all calculations, plates or plans for channel design.

Cross section plots — Proposed condition superimposed on existing condition with 10- and 100-year water
surfaces and the proposed condition alone with 10- and 100-year water surfaces.

R KOK

Water Handling And Temporary Hydraulic Facility Design — Narrafive describing stage construction, water
handiing, temporary hydraulic facilities, flood contingency and the development and results of the temporary
conditions model; Hydrology for Tempoerary Facilities {worksheet); HEC-RAS Profile Output Table — Standard
Table 1; water surface profile plot; cross section plots showing temporary conditions; plates or plans showing
construction staging, water handling and the temporary hydraulic facilities.

Correspondence — Include any correspondence related to the hydraulic design such as a copy of the DEP
Fisheries comments and recommendations.

CD — The report shall include a computer CD containing all files used in the hydraulic analysis including HEC-RAS
input files and any spreadsheets developed for the project. The CD shall be labeled with the project information
and include a clear index of the files contained therein. Any interim calculation or extraneous files used during the
design process shall not be copied onto CD.

[X] Other — Include any other site or project specific information required to document the hydraulic analysis and
design.

X Submit Preliminary Hydraulic Analysis Report to ConnDOT for review prior to or concurrent with the Preliminary Design
submission. The persons preparing and checking the report shall sign and date the report. The report shall include the
signature of the Department approved hydraulic engineer, date and a professional engineer seal, signature and date.
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13B. Preliminary Floodplain/Floodway Analysis Report

{1 Prior to developing the hydraulic models, the 100-year floodplain limits, floodway and FEMA cross section locations
shall be plotted on a plan developed from the base mapping for the project. The propesed conditions shall be
superimposed on the plan so that proposed encroachments into the floodplain/ffloodway can be identified, be sliminated
by redesign or be included in the hydraulic models for the project.

The following hydraulic models shall be developed:

L1 Calibrated model - Recreate the FEMA model "as-is" with the original FEMA data for the 10, 50, 100 and 500-year
storm events using the published FEMA flows. Compare the results of this mode! with FEMA's published values. in the
report narrative, discuss any differences between the calibrated model results and the published FEMA data including
any apparent errors or discrepancies in the original data.

{1 Existing conditions modef — Modify the calibrated or "as-is" model! to reflect the current conditions , keeping in mind that
if additional cross sections are required for the proposed conditions model, matching cross sections must be included
in the existing conditions model. Also, cross sections at the right of way limits are recommended as they may be
needed should the proposed condition show minor increases in water surface elevation near the roadway crossing.
However, prior to developing this model, the FEMA cross sections within the study reach of the proposal should be
compared to current survey information at the location of the FEMA cross sections in order to determine their accuracy.
In situations where any discrepancies found between the FEMA data and the current survey information are relatively
minar (generally matching to within 0.5' is acceptable), the FEMA data should be used. In cases where the
discrepancies between the FEMA cross sections and the current survey information are unacceptable, or obvious input
errors are noted, data from the actual site conditions should be utilized, The report shall discuss any differences.

[ Existing conditions encroached model — When a FEMA floodway is present the existing conditions model will be run
with encroachments using Method 1 for the 10 and 100-year storm events. The distance between the encroachment
stations shall be consistent with the published (FIS "FLOODWAY DATA” table) floodway widths and the floodway
widths scaled from the FEMA mapping.

[l Proposed conditions mode! — Simitar to the hydraulic analysis report, this model Is developed by impasing the
proposed structure and any other proposed modifications onto the existing conditions model. Increases in water
surface elevation in the proposed conditions model compared fo the existing conditions model shall be eliminated by
redesign, where possible. Unavoidable increases and potential impacts must be thoroughly discussed in the report
narrative. Adverse impacts will not be approved. If the proposed conditions madel differs from the published information
by more than 0.5-feet, a notification Jetter and backup data shall be sent to FEMA and the town per the DEP guidelines.
The existing and proposed conditions model shall show convergence of the water surface elevation upstream and
downstream of the project. If the water surface elevation is lowered in the proposed condition, convergence within 0.5-
feet is acceptable.

(] Proposed conditions encroached mode! - When a FEMA floodway is present the proposed conditions model will be run
with encroachments using Method 1 for the 10 and 100-year storm events. The encroachment stations must be the
same as In the exisfing conditions encroached model. No increase in water surface elevation (0.00°) in the proposed
encroached conditions model compared to the existing encroached conditions model is allowed. If an increase occurs,
the hydraulic models shall be carefully reviewed and/or the project design shall be modified to eliminate the increase.
An increase in water surface elevation that converges to the existing cendition at or within the State or Town (for
municipal projects) right of way may be permissible if there is no adverse impact shown. Cross sections must be
located at the right of way limits to demonstrate convergence. Other unavoidable increases in water surface elevation
or madifications to the regulatory floodway will not be permitted without prior approval of a conditional letter of map
revision (CLOMR) from FEMA.

U] Alf hvdrautic models for a specific site shall be created and maintained in the same HEC-RAS project {.prj) file
using different gecmelry, flow data and plan files where needed. The HEC-RAS program has been specifically
designed io facilitate review of different conditions and scenarios in this fashion.

(] Prepare Report — The report shall include all information required to clearly document the site specific hydraulic
analysis and design, At a minimum, the report shall include the following material:

Lacation Maps (annotated TRU, USGS Quad, FEMA and aerial maps)
Hydraulic Data Sheets (DM, Chapter 8, Appendix A} for each proposed structure based on FEMA discharge.

Ptan showing flcodplain/floodway involvement.

0000

Hydraulic Cross-Section Location Map(s) with topography and contours showing FEMA cross section locations
and any additional existing and proposed cross section locations. The map(s) shall be developed from the base
mapping for the project or other mapping that has been approved for use by the Department.
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13B. Preliminary Floodplain/Floodway Analysis Report (continued)

O

{1 water Surface Profile Plots

Existing & Proposed conditions at 100-year design discharge
Existing encroached & Proposed encroached conditions at 100-year design discharge
Existing & Proposed conditions at 10-year design discharge

Existing encroached & Proposed encroached conditions at 10-year design discharge

cCooon

Proposed conditions and Proposed encroached conditions at 100-year design discharge
Comparison Tables

FEMA FIS model vs. Calibrated model & Calibrated model vs, Existing conditions model 100-year Water
Surface Elevation

Existing conditions & Existing encroached conditions vs. Proposed conditions & Proposed encroached
conditions 100-year Water Surface Elevation

Existing conditions & Existing encroached conditions vs. Proposed conditions & Proposed encroached
conditions 10-year Water Surface Elevation

Existing vs. Proposed conditions 100-year Average Channel Velocity

oo o O

Existing vs. Proposed conditions 10-year Average Channel Velocity

Narrative describing the project; location(s) and description of floodplain/floodway invelvement; FEMA FIS data,
FEMA cross sections, accuracy and use of additional cross sections to define site; FEMA and project hydrology;
hydraulic design criteria; hydraulic structures; channel design, stream relocations and restorations; fish passage;
FEMA and project analysis methodology and results; FEMA calibrated model, existing and proposed
unencroached and encroached conditions models; model boundary conditions; any unusual aspects of the
hydrautic analysis, results and design; conclusions and recommendations. The narrative shall be comprehensive
and clear enough fo expedite the review process by guiding the reviewers’ through the project, hydraulic analysis
and design. The narrative shall cross reference any pertinent information contained in the separately bound
Hydrologic, Hydraulic Analysis, and Drainage reports prepared for the project.

Appendices

[l FEMA FIS data — FIS cover page, summary of discharges, floodway data table, flood profiles, copy of FIS
hydrolegic and hydraulic analyses obtained from FEMA,

[l HEC-RAS hydraulic madel input and output data — Full printout for proposed conditicns and proposed
encroached conditions only; HEC-RAS Profile Output Tables — Standard Table 1 for (1) the 10, 50, 100, and
500-year storm events for existing and proposed conditions, (2) 100-year existing, existing encroached,
proposed and proposed encroached conditions and (3) 10-year existing, existing encroached, proposed and
proposed encroached conditions.

[] Cross section plots — Proposed conditions & proposed encroached conditions superimposed on existing
conditions & existing encroached conditions with 10- and 100-year water surfaces shown separately.

CD — The report shall include a computer CD containing all files used in the hydraulic analysis including HEC-RAS
input files and any spreadsheets developed for the project. The CD shall be labeled with the project information
and include a clear index of the files contained thersin. Any interim calculation or extraneous files used during the
design process shall not be copied onto CD.

Other — Include any other site or project specific information required to document the hydraulic analysls and
design.

[ Submit o ConnDOT for review prior to or concurrent with the Preliminary Design submission. The persons preparing
and checking the report shall sign and date the report. The report shall include the signature of the Department
approved hydraulic engineer, date and a professional engineer seal, signature and date.
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Flood Management Certification Program for Municipal Projects Funded by the Department of Transportaticn

Culverts and Bridges

Complete this section only if the proposed project inciudes the repair, modification, replacement or new
construction of a culvert or bridge. Use a separate worksheet for each culvert/bridge on the project.

Bridge No. Roadway Station/Location Stream Name

04125 South Maple Strest Scantic River

All culverts and bridges are designed in accordance with methods and procedures defined in the DOT Drainage Manual as
revised, DOT 816 as revised and the CT 2004 Stormwater Quality Manual as revised.

Utilizing the DOT Drainage Manual classifications listed below, the culvert or bridge is classified as a:

[] Minor Structure - Minor structures have a drainage area of less than one square mile in which there is no
established watercourse. They shall be designed to pass the 25 year frequency discharge.

[V Srnalf Structure - Small structures have a drainage area of less than one square mile in which there is an
established watercourse. They shall be designed lo pass the 50 year frequency discharge.

[0 Intermediate Structure - Intermediate structures have a drainage area greater than one square mile and less than
10 square milas. They shall be designed to pass the 100 year frequency discharge with reasonable
underclearance.

X Large Structure - Large structures have a drainage area greater than 10 square miles and less than 1000 square
miles. They shall be designed to pass the 100 year frequency discharge with an underclearance not less than two
feet.

O Monumental Structure - Monumental structures have a drainage area greater than 1000 square miles. They shall
be designed to meet the requirements of the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, and the U.S. Coast Guard.

O Tidal Structure - Tida) structures are subject to tidal action and shall be classified as minor, small, intermediate,
etc. depending on their drainage area. These structures shall be designed in accordance with the previously listed
classifications., However if the highway is subject to frequent tidal flooding, the design storm may be made
consistent with the freguency of flooding by tidal action, The proposed culvert or bridge is classified as:

1 Minor [l Small O Intermediate [l Large [l Monumental

Note: Underclearance requirements are most applicable to bridge supersfructures that are subject to buoyancy
and damage from debris impact and are not applicable to culverts {enclosed condulls).

Culverts and bridges will be designed for flood frequencies and underciearances stipulated in the DOT Drainage Manual as
listed above, except that on local roads and driveways with low traffic volumes and where alternate roufes are available,
lower design criteria are acceptable when:

[J Flood discharges may be aliowed to cross over roads that are at or close to the floodplain grade.

X Water surface elevations are not increased by more than one foot, and will not cause damage to upstream
properties.

[T Provisions are made to barricade the road when avertopped.

[] The road or driveway is posied as being subject to flooding.

Yes/Mo
Has the structure been designed in accordance with the criteria established in the DOT Drainage Manual? Yos
If no, have the preceding conditions been incorporated with the lower design criteria (Yes/No)?
Design Frequency (Year) Underclearance {feet)

The culvert or bridge has been designed for:

100 year 2 + feet

Describe the lower design standards and the reasons for not complying with the DOT Drainage Manual:
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Flood Managament Certification Program for Municipal Projects Funded by the Department of Transportation

Culverts and Bridges (continued)

Design Discharge — If the subject site is located in a FEMA floodway or a numbered “A” zone, the discharge for analyzing
the acceptability of a project at that site must be the same discharge used by FEMA in establishing the floodway or
numbered “A” zone designation for the site. If the subject site is located in an unnumbered “A” zone or is not located in a
FEMA flood zone, such that no detailed siudy is available, hydrologic analysis must be performed to establish an
appropriate design discharge for evaluating the acceptability of the project at that site. If a design discharge is
recommended other than the discharge used by FEMA, the designer must still evaluate the project using the FEMA design
discharge and provide a detailed justification as to why another discharge was selected.

100-Year FEMA Discharge {cfs) 100-Year Design Discharge (cfs} 4715

Natural Condition — Bridges and culverts should be designed so that the proposed water surface profile does not exceed
the natural profile by more than one foot for the 100-year flcodplain analysis. This applies to the replacement of existing
bridges and culverts as well as the construction of new sfructures.

Yes/No Maximum Increase Proposed vs Natural (feet) Is?

Will the proposed culvert or bridge meet this standard?

Yes 70.03-69.81=+0.41

If no, provide justification below:

Headwater — Will the proposed culvert or bridge be designed so that flooding during the design discharge Yes/No
does not endanger the roadway or cause damage to upstream developed property? Yes
Freeboard is defined as the vertical distance between the design water surface and the upstream control 77.645
such as the low point of the roadway edge, sill of a building or other controlling element. Indicate the -70.03 =
amount of freeboard (in feet) provided in the proposed culvert or bridge design: 7.605
Indicate the hydraulic design control(s) for the proposed culvert or bridge below:
[J The elevation of roadway edge at roadway low point [} The sill elevation of building or other structure
7] Awater surface elevation equal or less than the FEMA  [X] One foot over natural condition requirement

regulatory elevation
] A water surface elevation non-damaging or not [0 A ratio of the headwater/culvert depth (HW/D) tess than

encroaching onto private property 1.5

7] Awater surface elevation balow a divide where the flow [ Maintain existing water surface elevation and flood

would be diverted from the area tributary to the cuivert storage due to downstream flooding concerns
[l Other:
Downstream Peak Flows — Will the proposed culvert or bridge increase downstream peak flows by YesiNo

decreasing existing headwater depths during flooding events? No

If yos, describe the selected design criteria and the impacts to downstream properties:
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Culverts and Bridges (continued)

Alignment — If the proposed bridge or culvert is new construction, has the structure been aligned to Yes/No
minimize the relocation of the watercourse? B No new alignment
. ; . Yes/No
Fish Passage — Does the culvert design allow for the passage of fish?  Bridge v
es
- . - Yes/No
Has the rigid floors at new or replaced bridges and culverts been depressed a minimum of one foot below
the normal streambed with one foot native streambed material on top? < No rigid structural floor
If no, has written approval been obtained from DEP Fisheries (Yes/No)?
Describe the specific design provisions for fish passage:
. o . . . Yes/No
Parapet Walls — Does the design utilize solid parapet walls in the sag part of a vertical curve? §
0
If yes, has the use of such walls been deemed hydraulically acceptable by the DOT Hydraulics and Yes/No
Drainage?
Multiple Openings — The use of a single large culvert or bridge opening is preferred over the use of Yes/No
multiple small openings. Has the design minimized the use of multiple small openings? Yes
if no, explain:
Existing Condition
Debris Blockage — Is the culvert or bridge prone to blockage by debris? YeNs;(’)No
. L. L ) . Yes/No
If yes, has the project design incorporated measures to minimize the potential for debris blockage? N
o
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Temporary Hydraulic Facilities

This section must be completed if the project requires a temporary hydraulic facility for water handling, temporary
stream diversion and stage construction. Temporary hydraulic facilities include, among other things, ail channels,
culverts, bridges or channel consfrictions such as cofferdams which are required for haul roads, channel
relocations, culvert installations, bridge construction, temporary roads, or detours. They are to be designed with
the same care which Is used for the primary facility.

Has such facility been designed in accordance with Chapter 6, Appendix F, "Temporary Hydraulic Facilities," of the DOT
Drainage Manuai? K Yes [ Ne If yes, the design flood frequency is the: 2 year flood.

Describe the temporary faciliies: Temporary cofferdams are proposed to construct substructures in the dry. The location
and height of the temporary control structures will be defined on the construction documents to clearly control the
contractor.

A two year event was used to analyze the flood elevation to set the minimum elevation of the temporary structures used to
build the footing in the dry.

Standard contract language will be included to prevent storage of equipment and materials from within the 500 year limits.
The design calls for the contractor to use a sand bag dike on each side of the river to isolate the construction zones. The
height required is one foot higher than the 2-year storm event using the restricted waterway width.

Unconfined in water work will be restricted to the typical periods as required to protect fisheries habitat and spawning
periods. It is anticipated that the contractor will install the cofferdam systems between July 1% and September 1%,

The steps for erection of the cofferdams are indicated on the plans and within the "Temporary Facilities” Appendix of the
Hydraulic Report.

Water pumped will be discharged into one of the proposed temporary detention basins. Each basin will be sized by the
contractor to accommodate his operations and prevent discharge of sediment laden water into the River. The outfalt of
sach temporary basin will be info the existing drainage systems. The existing drainage system outfalls will be improved to
eliminate any erosion.
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Storm Drainage Systems

a.

Complete this section only if the proposed project includes the construction of subsurface storm drainage
systems.

DOT Standards - s the proposed storm drainage system designed in accordance with the Connecticut Department of
Transportation’s (DOT) Drainage Manual? X Yes O No

If no, describe the lower design standards and the reasons for not complying with the Drainage Manual:

b. Design Storm - Is the storm drainage system designed for a ten year frequency storm without closing the use of the
facility? Yes [] No
¢. Future Development - Has the design of the system considered future development of adjacent properties?
[ Yes & No
d. Qutfet Protection - Have the oullets from the system been designed to minimize the potential for downstream erosion?
B Yes [ No
8. Overfand Flow - Has the use of curbing been minimized to encourage overland dispersed flow through stable vegetated
areas? [ Yes B4 No
f.  Vegetaled Filter Strips - Has the design incorporated the use of vegetated filter strips or grass swales to improve the
quality of water outletting from the storm drainage system? L] Yes No
0. Stormwater Treatment - Describe fealures of the stormwater collection system intended to improve the quality of
stormwater runoff prior to its discharge to surface waters.
Minimal system to address collection of water in roadway. The proposed design is just to replace the existing system to
provide roadway safety.
h. E & S Control Plan - Has the design and installation of the storm drainage system been coordinated with the soll erosion

and sediment control plan prepared in accordance with the 2002 Connecticut Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment
Control?

X Yes 0 No

Explain:

Drainage instalfation to be coordinated with the E&S plans during final design,
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Alterations of Watercourses

a,

Complete this section only if the proposed project includes the construction or alteration to a natural perennial
watercourse or man-made channel

Topography Change - |s the watercourse or channel located within a regulatory floodway or Zone A1-30 or AE as
designated by the NFIP? 1 Yes [X] No

Hydratic Capacity - Does the channel have a minimum flow capacity of a flood equal fo at least the 25 year
frequency flood? Yes [} No

The channel capacity is designed for the: xx year flood.

Does the channel have an inner channel with a capacity of a 2 year frequency flood? [ Yes No
No inner channel

Aquatic Hahitat - Channel alterations should be designed to create aquatic habitats suitable for fisheries, including
suitable habitat for maintaining fish populations and to enable fish passage, and to maintain or improve water
quality, aesthetics, and recreation.

Has the applicant had any pre-application meetings or correspondence with BEP Fisheries?

X1 Yes [] No

Check each of the following criteria that have been incorporated into the project design:
B 4. artificial channel linings have been avoided;

{71 2. the channel will encourage ecological productivity and diversity;

3. the channel and its banks will be compatible with their surroundings;

O X

4. the channel will vary in its width, depth, invert elevations, and side slopes to provide diverse aguatic
habitat;

5. straightening existing channels and thereby decreasing their length has been avoided;

6. the channel will not create barriers to upstream and downstream fish passage;

7. the channel will contain poels and riffles and a fow flow channel to concentrate seasonal low water flows;
the channel will contain flow deflectors, boulders and low check dams to enhance aquatic habitat;

9. stream bank vegetation will be preserved where feasible and disturbed stream bank areas will be
replanted with suitable vegetation;

10. clean natural stream bed materials of a suitable slze will be incorporated in the new channel; and

RO O0M0KXIO

11. construction of the proposed project will be scheduied to minimize conflicts with spawning, stocking, and
recreational fishing seasons.

Describe how the above aquatic habitat design criteria have been incorporated into the project design:

Proposed work within channel is limited to partial removal of the existing bridge abutments and temporary
faciilties to control water during the footing construction. The areas of excavation between the temporary
facilities and the footing / abutment will be backfilled with riprap covered with one foot of natural
streambed materials.
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Stormwater Detention Facilities

Compiete this section only if the proposed project includes the construction of any stormwater detention facilities.
Has the DEP determined whether a dam construction permit is required? O Yes 0 No

The pre and post development peak flow rates at the downstream design point are as follows:

 Return Froquancy  Peak Discharges (CFS) .~~~ 00
R e o R e
2
10
100
The above peak discharges were computed utilizing the: hour duration storm. This duration storm was selected

because:

Describe the location of the design point and why this location was chosen:

If the proposed project increases peak flow rates for the 2, 10 or 100 year frequency discharges, describe the impacts fo
downstream areas:

Will the detention facility aggravate ergsion along the downstream channel? [1 Yes 0 Ne

In certain situations, detention of stormwater aggravates downstream flocding. This occurs when the discharge from a
subwatershed is delayed by a detention facility so that it adds to the peak discharge from another subwatershed. Adding the
hydrographs of the two subwatersheds results in a higher peak discharge over that which would occur if detention were not
present.

Is the location of the detention facility within the watershed suitable for detention? L] Yes 1 No

Explain:
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Standards for Structures (Buildings/Facilities) in Floodplains or Coastal High Hazard Areas

Complete this section only if the proposed project involves a new or substantially improved structure or facility
located within a floodplain or coastal high hazard area.

a. Structures in Coastal High Hazard Areas - Will the structure or facility be located within an NFIP coastal high hazard
area?

[J Yes ] No
If no, skip to paragraph 3(b); if yes:

1. Will the structure or facility be located landward of the reach of mean high tide?

[ Yes ] No
2, Will a new structure or facility be located on an undeveloped coastal barrier beach designated by FEMA?
1 Yes ] No

3. I the structure or facility isfwill be located within a coastal high hazard area, the structure or facility must be
elevated on pilings or columns so that the bottom of the lowest horizontal structural member of the lowest floor
{excluding the pilings or columns) is elevated to at least one foot above the base flood level and the pile or column
foundation and structure attached thereto must be anchared to resist floatation, collapse and lateral movement
due to the effects of wind, velocity waters, hurricane wave wash, and base flood water loads acting simultaneously
cn all building components.

Does the proposed structure or facility meet these standards? [ ves ] No
The base flood elevation is: ft. (Datum: )
The elevation of the lowest horizontal structural member is: it (Datum: )

4, Wil the space below the lowest floor be either free of obstruction or constructed with non-supporting breakaway

walls?
L] Yes 0 No

5, Wil fill be used for structural support of any buildings within coastal high hazard areas?
(1 Yes [1 No

b.  Structures in Floadpiain Areas - Are the structures residential or nonresidential?
[} Residential [ Nonresidential If nonresidential, skip to paragraph 3(d) below.

¢. Residential Structures - If the structure or facility is for human habitation will the lowest floor of such structure or facility,
including its basement, be elevated one foot above the level of the 500 year flood?

[J Yes [ No
The 500 year flood elevation is: ft. (Datum: )
The elevation of the lowest floor, including basemant, is: ft. {Datum: )

d.  Non-residential Structures - If the structure or facility is nof intended for residential uses, will the lowest floor of such
structure or facility, including its basement, be elevated to or above the 100 year flood height or be floodproofed to that
height, or in the case of a critical activity, the 500 year flood height?

L1 Yes 1 No
if yes, the structure will be:[] Elevated [} Floodproofed
The base flood elevation is: ft. (Datum: )
The elevation of the lowest floor, including basement, is: ft. {Datum: )
The structure is floodproofed {o: ft. {Datum: )

Note: for insurance purposes nonrasidential structures must be floodproofed to at least one foot above the base flood
elevation. DEP strongly encourages that the height of floodproofing incorporate one foot of freeboard.
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Standards for Structures (Buildings/Facilities) in Floodplains or Coastal High Hazard Areas (continued)

e. Utilities - Will service facilities such as electrical, heating, venfilation, plumbing, and air conditioning equipment be
constructed at or above the elevation of the base flood or floodproofed with a passive system?

] Yes 1 No
f.  Water Supply Systemns - Does the proposed project include a new or replacement water supply system?
[ Yes [] No

If yes, is the water supply system designed to prevent floodwaters from entering and contaminating the system
during the base flood?

] Yes [} No
g. Sanitary Sewage Systems - Does the proposed project include a new or replacement sanitary sewage or
collection system?

[ Yes [ No

If yes, is the sanitary sewage system designed to minimize or eliminate the infiltration of flood waters into the
systems and discharges from the systems into flood waters during the base flood?

[ Yes [ No

h. Foundation Drains - Are foundation drains of buildings designed to prevent backfiow from the 100 year frequency
flood into the building?

[ Yes O No [0 No foundation drains
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Bednaz, Katie COW_N_&SDUV\Q!QP Mﬂ
!

From: Hawkes, Piya

Sent: Thursday, March 25, 2010 12:05 PM
To: Bednaz, Katie

Cc: Giner, Jose

Subject: RE: Dirt bikes at the end of Sharp Street
Katie,

I looked into erecting a 4 ft high chain jink fence in that area however, it would cost approximately $2,000.00. If we
installed this fence dirt bikes would still be able to get back in the escarpment area. Therefore, | have directed my
Highway Division to reestablish the existing plastic fence and install signage such as “Private Property Keep Out" "Police
Take Noticg",

Piya Hawkes
Director, DPW

40 Moody Rd.
Enfield, CT. 06082
Phone: 860-763-7599
Fax: 860-272-1143
phawkes@enfield.org

From: Bednaz, Katie

Sent: Monday, March 22, 2010 1:42 PM
To: Hawkes, Piya

Cc: Giner, Jose

Subject: Dirt bikes at the end of Sharp Street
Hi Piya,

At the IWWA’s last meeting, a member mentioned the issue of dirt bikes using the trails on the escarpments at the end of
Sharp Street. You may have been there to hear the discussion. | wasn't, so 1 am relaying the information from Jose. They
would like to know what is being done to prevent this type of activity as they are accessing the site from behind or next to

the pump station.

| believe this area is also on our erosion areas list. | don't think they were asking about fixing any erosion, but more about
limiting access.

Thanks,

Hatie Bednaz

Centified PUWS L Registered Sail Scientist
Assistant Planner / Wetlands Agent

Enfleld Town Hall

820 Enfield Street

Enfield, CT 06082

Phone: {860) 253-6358
Fax: (860) 253-4729
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By Gregary A. Sharp

n October of 2003, the Connecticui
Supreme Court alt but eliminated con-
sideration of impacts to wildlife from
the Connecticut Inland Wetlands and
Watercourses Act (Act), but the General
Assembly has responded by writing wildlife
and their habitats back into the factors for
decision-making under the Act.

Backyround

In AvalonBay Communities, Inc. w
Inland Wetlands Commission of the Town of
Wilton, 266 Conn. 150 (2003), the wetlands
commission denied an application for regu-
lated activities outside of the boundaries of
the wetlands and watercourses and beyond
the regulated area around those resources.
The application sought to permit the con-
struction of a 113-unit housing project on
10.6 acres. Twenty-five percent of the units
were proposed to be affordable.

The comntission’s denial was based on
the potential impact from construction activ-
ities on the upland habitat of the spotted
salamander, a species which breeds in vernal
pools. There were two small vernal pools on
the property. The commission’s rationale
was that the destruction of the upland habi-
tat would reduce the population of the
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species in the area, which weuld reduce the
biodiversity of the wetlands themselves.

The applicant appeated to the superior
court on the grounds that the commission
had exceeded its jurisdiction. The superior
court initially sustained the appeal. Follow-
ing the supreme court’s decision in Queach
Corporation v. Inland Wetlands Cominis-
sien, 258 Conn. 178 (2001), which upheld
the tight of wetlands agencies to regulate
activities outside the boundaries of wet-
lands and watercourses if those activities
are likely to impact those resources, the trial
court granted a motion for reargument and
subsequently dismissed the appeal. The
applicants filed a petition for certification
for review, which was granted by the appel-
late court. The supreme court fransferred
the appeal to its docket.

Suprame Court Deeision

The applicant claimed that the trial court
had erred in concluding that the commis-
sion had jurisdiction to deny @ permit on the
sole ground that the proposed development
activity outside of the wetlands, watercours-
es, and the regulated upland review area
could reduce the biodiversity of the on- and
off-site wetlands by disrupting the upland

habitat of the salamander. The
supreme court agreed with the
applicant. In doing so, it departed from its
customary approach to interpreting the
statute, and it virtually removed considera-
tion of wildlife species and their habitats
from consideration under the Act.

In its decision, the court concluded that
the Act “protects the physical characteris-
tics of wettands and watercourses and not
the wildlife, including wetland obligate
species, or biodiversity””! Deviating from
long-standing practice, the court did not
look to the legislative findings in Section
22a-36 for guidance in interpreting the
statute.? Rather, it focused its inquiry on the
definitions of “wetlands” and “watercours-
es,” which do not include references to ani-
mals or plants or their habitats. The com-
mission argued that one of the clear legisla-
tive purposes of the Act, as set forth in the
legislative findings, is “preventing loss of
fish and other beneficial aquatic organisms,
wildlife and wvegetation....”™ The court

Visit www.ctbar.org



responded that the [anguage simply
“evinces an intent to protect wildlife as a
secondary effect of protecting the wetlands

34

and watercourses themselves.

The court concluded that wetlands
agencies:

...may regulate activities outside of wet-
lands, watercourses and upland review
areas only if those activities are likely to
affect the tand which comprises a wet-
land, the body of water that comprises a
watercourse or the channel and bank of
an intermittent watercourse.”

In a footnote, the court relegated consid-
eration of wildlife to a situation “where a
loss of or negative impact on a wildlife
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species might have a negative consequential
effect on the physical characteristics of a
wetland or watercourse....”

Legislative Respanse

Following release of the decision, the
Department of Environmental Protection
and a coalition of environmental groups,
including the Connecticut Association of
Conservation and Wetland Commissions,
pressed for an amendment to the statute to

accord wildlife and

wildlife habitat primary
consideration in decision-
making. Public Act 04-209,
signed by the governor on June
4, 2004, expanded the functional
definition of “wetlands and water-
courses” in the factors

for decision-making to

specifically  include
“aquatic, plant or ani-
mal life and habitats in
wetlands or watercourses..,.” It
also provided a definition of habitats
to mean “areas or environments in which an

organism or biological population nor-
mally lives or occurs.”

However, lobbying efforts by the Con-
necticut Homebuilders Association and
various affordable housing advocates per-
suaded the legislature to include an explicit
limitation on the decision-making authority
of municipal wetlands agencies. The limita-
tion does not apply to the Commissioner of
the Department of Environmental Protec-
tion, who decides applications only from
other state agencies and from private appli-
cants in the event local commissions fail to
meet decision-making timelines set forth in
C.G.8. § 22a-42a(c)(1).
Modeled on the AvalonBay decision, the

limitation Tanguage provides that a munici-
pal inland wetlands agency:

...shall not deny or condition an appli-
cation for a regulated activity in an area
outside wetlands or watercourses on the
basis of an impact or effect on aguatic,
plant, or animal life unless such activity

hinte ypsnnioes s thelr haldiais must he
he watlands and watprmourses themeelyss in

vt regulated actiny will e pormitted,

will have a likely impact or effect on the
physical characteristics of such wet-
lands or watercourses.

The result seems to be that impacts to
biotic resources and their habitats must be
considered in addition to impacts to the
wetlands and watercourses themselves in
making any decision on whether a proposed
regulated activity will be permitied. But if a
municipal wetlands commission is consid-
ering an application for regulated activities

outside of the wetlands or watercourses,
then impacts to biota alone may not be used
to deny or condition a permit, unless the
proposed activities will have a likely impact
on the physical characteristics of the wet-
tands or watercourses. Only time, and judi-
cial interpretation, will determine how
these potentially conflicting provisions will
be resolved. €L

Gregory A. Sharp is a partner in the Environ-
mental Practice Group of Murtha Cullina LLP
where he practices in the area of environmen-
tal law and represents clients in matters
inmvolving wetlands, water diversions and dis-
charges, coastal permiiting, and brownfields
remediation. He is a member of the executive
committees of the Planning and Zoning and
the Environmental Law Sections of the Con-
necticut Bar Association.
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Comm’n, 209 Conn, 544, 559-560 (1989),
Huyck v. Inland Wetlands and Watercourses
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Eastern Connecticut Resource Conservation and
Development Area, Inc.

139 Wolf Den Road, Brooklyn, CT 06234 * (86{)) 774-0224 * www.easternrcd-ct.org

John Guszkowski, President
Paula Stahl, Vice President
Barbara Kelly, Treasurer
Norma O'Leary, Secretary

March 2010
Dear Municipal Official:

Attached is the latest brochure for the Environmental Review Team (ERT) program, a free setvice to
the municipalities of Connecticat. The ERT provides free, multidisciplinary, expert, non-partisan, and
project-directed-advice and recommendations to municipalities in making their important land use
decisions. Our teams have been helping the municipalities of Connecticut for over forty yeats.

. The ERT'1s a program administered by the Eastetn Connecticut Resousce Conservation and
Development Council (RC&D), 2 nonprofit otganization dedicated to protecting and enhancing
those things which make Eastern Connecticut such a special place to live and wortk. Our areas of
focus include increasing farmland viability, developing intermunicipal greenways and open space
cottidots, and promoting livable, economically vibrant communities. In addition to these cote goals,
the RC&D has administered the ERT progtam, which focuses on assisting municipalities in ateas
whete they lack the adequate technical expettise ot seek additional assistance in decision-making. The
FRT s a ctitical component to the RC&ID’s overall mission, and has become an invaluable tool to the
municipalities of Connecticut,

It is important to note that as of July 1, 2009, the funding mechanism for the ERT was changed. For
tnany yeats, the ERT was funded by the “Fee Bill” as established in Connecticut Genetal Statutes
§22a-27j. This fee was collected by municipalities fot land use applications such as Zoning of
Wetlands permits and distributed to the ERT, along with Soil and Water Conservation Districts, the
DEP’s floodplain management programs, and the Council on Soil & Water Consetvation. In the
recent State budgetary overhaul, this fee was doubled, but no longer goes to these environmental
quality progtams. The “Fee Bill” funds now go directly to the State’s General Fund. In its stead, the
ERT and other progtams are now funded out of a budgetaty line-item in the DEP’s general budget.

I encourage you'to review the attached material and to contact Elaine Sych, Connecticut ERT
Coordinator with any questions at (860) 345-3977. Please also visit the Team's excellent website,
www. ctert.org. We have all seen the results of the rapid rate of development in Eastern Connecticut
ovet the last few decades. I have no doubt that thete are projects ot prop osals i yout town that
would benefit from input from our Team.

Sincerely,

John Guszkowski

Board President
Eastern Connecticut RC&D Council
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Connectlcut Envnromnental Revzew Team Pragram -

- EET |
. Fastern Connectlcut and _ng S Mark _ ‘
...PO Box 70, Haddam, CT 06442 ~ '
(860) 3453977 o
www.ctert.org - S

Mamtammg Fundlng for.
_ Env;ronmental Review Teams ,
Conservatlons Dlstrrcts, and Council on,Soil and Water
AR (rev:sed) March 1, 2010 ' )

We respectfully ask you to malntam full fundmg to support the techmcal ass1stance
. avallable to municipal land use agencies, agricultural producers and every taxpayer in the
State, provnded by- Conservatwn Districts, the Council on Soil and Water (Counc:l), and.

e Envxronmentai Revxew Teams (ERT)

" _THE PROBLEM/ Governor’s Blll 5018, AA Makmg Adlustments to State Expendltmes and -
Revenues for the Fiscal Year Endmg June 30, 2011 nroposes to'cut by half fundmg to CT :

- Consezvatlon Districts, Councﬂ and ERT R

v

The legislatuie $ oiiginal intent in funding Districts, Council and ERT was to streamline
technical land-use assistance directly to municipalities, among othef benefactors, Cutting .
JSunding to these entities would result in significant reduction in ‘natural resource technical
*assistance available fo municipalities and taxpayers and be. a step backward in the state’s efforts
to 1rnp1ement smart gmwth thlough mumclpal cooperation within regions and watersheds ‘ I

THE SOLUTION/ Do Not Cut Mumcmal Land Use Agencv s and Agncuitmal Ploducel S .
Techmcal Ass1stance Fundlng i

e

: _,
t

‘ Thzs is NOT ar equesr for more dollars. We are only askmg to keep the: Consewation Dlstrlcts;

Council and ERT whole thlough budget negotiations, in-turn keepmg whole the pr ograms.that -

. they provide to and for mumclpahtles the aguculture commumty and each and every. taxpayel
- Thankyou! . R o Lo

~. More 1nf01mat10n about ploglams of the ERT, Conselvation Dlstucts and Councﬂ ison ;
: foIlowmgpage L ' o .

- Contaets: o ’ :
ERT/ Elaine Sych, Coordinator/ERT 860-345- 3977 Iehh Guszkowsk; Co- Chaxrman ERT/ 860- 928 7846 ’
. Council/ SueHen Kozey McCuin, Executive Director/ 860:767-9594 ‘
Jeff Folger, Chairman’ of Leglslatlon/Councﬁ Chair/North Central Conservation District/ 860- 644-2511 x. 229
. Districts/ David Askew, District ManagerfNorth Central Conservation District/ 860-875-3881 x2
.. Tom ODell, Co-Chairinan of Legislation/Couneil, Chair/CT.River Coastal Conservation District/ §60-399-1807
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Mamtammg Furding for Dlstucts Councxl and ERT
Mamh 1 2010 S

’

Below isa brlef overvnew of ERT Program, Conservatlon Dlstrlct’s, and Councll and thelr L
'fundmg T e T : -

¢

The Cotmecrtcut Enwronmentol Revtew Teams areq group of environmental professionals dra Wi .
rtogether to form multtdtscquinary envirorimental study teams 1o assist all 169 municipalities in - ‘
reviewing sites proposed for development or preservation they consist of a paﬁamsmp of federal, state, -
reg;onal and local: agencles
> The ERT pIOVldeS a umque free service of supp]ymg objedﬂve techmcal reports to Ioca] fand use ‘
decision makers that strengthens support for community decisions, increases awareness of natural:
resources and prowdes mformation not 1ead1Iy avallabie ina timely and cost effective manner. '

-

Cormectzcut s Conservation Districts provide unbiased technical and environmental consulting S

services to a range of clzents mcluding municq;alities, agreculture producers and privare Iondowners. . L

> DiSl‘l icts serve mumcxpalltles by plowdmg expert opinion, techmcal review, and mspectlon '
“services for complex development projects. Districts.also provide municipal staffing services m a,
numbel of towns by pwvrdmg trained personnel 1o serve as wetland agent(s) .

The. Council on Soil tmd Water Conservatzon is dedlcated to provtdmg a statewide, regionally bo‘Sed
conservation and protection program for the land and water resources of the State of Connecticut. -
"% The Council coordinates District progr ams with- act1v1txes of the Department of Enwronmental
., . Protection and othe1 state, 1eg1ona1 mummpa[ and local agenmes ‘
> _ S
Funding these entitles was creoted by the Iegwlature to support rhe services provided by Conservatton
Districts, Council and ERT as it 1ecogmzed their value and the need for an ‘adequate and viable funding

" 'source and the land use assistance provided to-the municipalities and other taxpayers.- The servipes

- provided by Conservation Districts and ERT offer a fmm of specialized reglonal assmtance not other WJSe e
availabie to our municipalities and ta&;paye;s - ' e

" The line n‘em desiguated for tkese erta’zt:es are supported by a §ap Icmd use fee cohected by the towns
cand provided to the Stote ot any and all Itmd use applicotions. '

Presentljf seven. notuml resource positigns for ass:stmg communitles ona regionantatewzde watershed -
- basis are funded by this line item. These include five technical natural resource specialists, one in each of”
the five Conservation Districts, one. Cooxdmato; and an assistant for the ERT and an Executive Director .
“for thé Council on Soil and Waten who coordinates statew1de wmk and iand use proglams of the

Conset vatlon Districts with state and federal agencies.. : o
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Wetlands In the Courts — Recent Cases

Gregory A. Sharp, Esq.
Loni S. Gardner, Esq.
Murtha Cullina LLP

Although there were a number of decisions on wetlands issues in the state and federal courts in 2009, the
most important decision for wetland scientists and mumclpal wetlands commissions this past year was
the Connecticut Supreme Court’s ruling in Unistar. ! This abstract will summarize the lengthy decision in
that case and provide links to the other cases.

In its opinion in Unistar, the Court upheld the right of a municipal wetlands commission to deny an
application for incompleteness due to the refusal of the applicant to submit a detailed wildlife inventory
and for its refusal to present design alternatives that might mitigate impacts. The decision indicates the
applicant had refused to provide the information based on its determination that the proposed
subdivision would not have any physical impacts to the wetland or watercourses on the property.

The applicant had proposed a 34 lot subdivision on a 62 acre parcel containing five wetlands and two
vernal pools. The activities proposed were outside of the wetlands and watercourses and outside the
upland review area, but they included a roadway and cul-de-sac that would encircle the two vernal
pools.

The case is important for two reasons. First, it gives forceful effect to the 2004 amendment to the Inland
Wetlands and Watercourses Act which modified the definition of wetlands and watercourses in Section
22a-41(c) to include “aquatic, plant or animal life and habitats in wetlands or watercourses....” Second,
it prov1des guidance on the interplay between §22a-41(c) and 22a-41(d). The latter provides that a
commission may not deny or impose conditions on an application for a regulated activity outside
wetlands or watercourses based on an impact to aquatic, plant, or animal life, unless it affects the
physical characteristics of the wetland or watercourse.

On the first issue, the Supreme Court reasoned that

when a commission evaluates an application for a wetlands permit, it is proper for a
commission to consider the factors set forth in §22a-41(a) with respect not only to the
wetlands and watercourses in relation to their physical characteristics, but also in
relation to the aquatic, plant and animal life and habitats that are part of those
wetlands and watercourses. As part of that evaluation, a commission necessarily must
be able to request, and is entitled to, information on the aquatic, plant or animal life
and habitats that are part of the wetlands or watercourses, pursuant to §22a-41(c), as
well as an assessment of impacts to those resources, along with information on any
impact to pIant or animal life outside the wetlands that might, in turn, impact the
wetlands.”

It is worth noting that the Court also pointed out that Putnam’s regulations required a description of the
proposed activity which includes “[t]he types and extent of piant and animal species on the property and
the probable affect of the proposed activity on these species.”



On the second issue, the applicant argued that because the application involved only activities outside
the wetland which would cause no impact to the physical characteristics of the wetlands or watercourses,
§22a-41(d) did not allow the commission to deny the application or condition it on the basis of impacts
to flora and fauna, and therefore, the commission could not properly request the information.

The Court disagreed. It reasoned that

[n]othing in §22a-41(d) prohibits a commission from requesting information on
wildlife in order to determine whether the proposed activity will ‘affect the physical
characteristics of such wetlands’ or will impact wildlife outside the wetlands that in
turn will ‘affect the physical characteristics of such wetlands,”

With respect to the refusal to present alternatives, the record reflected that the proposed subdivision
would change the surface water runoff characteristics of the site and would modify the flows feeding
several wetlands on the property, including one vernal pool.

The Court’s decision indicates that the applicant based its refusal to provide mitigation alternatives on
the fact that there would be no adverse affect on the wetlands. The court rejected the applicant’s analysis
finding that the evidence clearly established that the activities proposed would result in a physical
change to the wetlands, and that it was up fo the commission to determine whether that change was
adverse. Relying on its decision in Queach,’ the Court said

a commniission is authorized to request information concerning alternatives to the
proposed activity and, significantly, such information permits the commission ‘to
determine the likelihood that the proposed activity may or may not imGpact or affect
the resource, and whether an alternative exists to lessen such impact.’

The decision will probably raise the bar for those submitting applications to wetlands commissions with
regulations requiring biological inventories, and appears to suggest that any change in stormwater run-
off characteristics on a site containing wetlands may constitute the “physical change” necessary to avoid
the prohibition contained in §22a-41(d) against commissions denying or conditioning applications for
activities outside of wetlands or watercourses based upon biological impacts.

Links to other recent cases:
1. Diamond 67, LLC v. Planning and Zoning Comm’n of the Town of Vernon, 117 Conn. App. 72

(2009). Available online at: hitp://www.jud.state.ct.us/external/supapp/Cases/ARQap/AP117/
117AP448.pdf.

2. Red 11, LLC v. Conservation Comm’n of the Town of Fairfield, 117 Conn. App. 630 (2009).
Available online at: http:/Awww jud.state.ct.us/external/supapp/Cases/AROap/AP117/117AP497 pdf.

3. Town of Canterbury v Deojay, 114 Conn. App. 695 (2009). Available online at:
http://www jud.state.ct.us/external/supapp/Cases/ AROap/AP114/114AP304.pdf.




4. American Petroleum Institute v. Johnson, 541 F. Supp. 2d 165 (2008). Available online at:
http://scholar.google.com/scholar case?case=30366118902512616258&q=541+F.+Supp.+2d-+165+&
hi=en&as sdt=20000000002.

5. United States v. Robison, 521 F.3d 1319 (2008). Available online at:
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=11507303326459955229&q=521+F.3d+1319+&hl=en
&as_sdt=20000000002, '

6. Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition v. Aracoma Coal Co., 556 F.3d 177 (2009). Available online
at: http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=16243098462507853289&q=556+F.3d+177
+&hl=en&as sdt=20000000002.

7. United States v. Lucas, 516 F.3d 316 (2008). Available online at:
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=7962082906293655661&q=516+F.3d+316+&hl=en&a
s sdt=20000000002.

8. United States v. Cundiff, 2009 U.S. App. LEXIS 2349 (2009). Available online at:
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=8474210758337649848&q=US+v+Cundiff&hl=en&as
_sdt=20000000002.

Footnotes:

! Unistar Properties. LL.C v, Conservation and Inland Wetlands Commission of the Town of Putnam, 293
Conn. 93 (2009). Available online at: http://www_jud.state.ct.us/external/supapp/Cases/AROct/CR293/
293CR123.pdf.

*1d. at 109-110.
S1d. at fn 19.
Y1d. at 111.

5 Queach Corp. v. Inland Wetlands Commission, 258 Conn. 178 (2001). Available online at:
http://www.jud.state.ct.us/external/supapp/Cases/ AROcr/258¢cr123.pdf.

% 1d. at 203.
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

To:  Connecticut’s Municipal Inland Wetlands Agenfcfi‘e{:s

From: Betsey Wingfield
Bureau Chief

Dated: March 3, 2010

Re: 2009 Legislation and Regulations Advisory

The 2009 Legislature amended section 22a-42a of the Connecticut Inland Wetlands and
Watercourses Act with the passage of Section 3 of Public Act 09-181. This Public Act
adds a new subsection (g) to section 22a-42a. This amendment went into effect upon
passage of the Public Act on July 2, 2000.

Section 22a-42a of the Connecticut Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Act pertains to the
establishment of wetland and watercourse boundaries by regulation, the adoption of
inland wetlands agency regulations, inland wetlands agency permits, and filing fees.
Public Act 09-181 added a new subsection (g) to section 22a-42a which allows permits
issued during the period from July 1, 2006 to July 1, 2009 to be valid for not less than six
years, and any such permit may be renewed upon certain circumstances, provided no
such permit be valid for more than eleven years. Permits issued prior to July 1, 2006 or
after July 1, 2009 are not subject to this amendment.

A complete copy of Public Act 09-181 is attached for your use with the amended
language designated by “NEW™. You should plan to revise your regulations to reflect the
amendment to Section 22a-42a. Please note that only the revised language in section 3 of
Public Act 09-181 is relevant to inland wetlands agencies. Changes to the other sections
of the public act, while noted as “NEW?, do not apply to inland wetlands agencies.

If your regulations follow the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Model Municipal
Regulations (IWWMMR) Fourth Edition dated May 1, 2006, you should plan to revise
the following sections as noted.

Section 7: Application Requirements

The underlined language noted below is new and should be added to your regulations.
B e g()ﬂ tion to renew a permit shall be granted upon request of the permit
5s the Agency finds that there has been a substantial change in

MAH -9 2010 {(Printed on Recycled Paper)
7% Elm Street ® Hartford, CT 06106-5127

www.ct.gov/dep
PLANNING OFFICE An Equal Opportunity Employer
ENFIELD, CT :




circumstances which requires a new permit application or an enforcement action
has been undertaken with regard to the regulated activity for which the permit was
issued provided a) no permit issued during the time period from July 1. 2006, to
July 1, 2009, inclusive, shall be valid for more than eleven years; and b) no permit
issued prior to July 1, 2006 or after July 1, 2009 may be valid for more than ten
years. T R

Section 11: Decision Process and Permit

The underlined language noted below is new and should be added to your regulations.

11.6

Any permit issued by the Agency prior to July 1, 2006 or after July 1, 2009 for

the development of land for which an approval is required under section 8-3, 8-25
or 8-26 of the Connecticut General Statutes shall be valid for five years provided
the Agency may establish a specific time period within which any regulated
activity shall be conducted. Any permit issued by the Agency prior to July 1,
2006 or after July 1, 2009 for any other activity shall be valid for not less than two
years and not more than five years. Any permit issued by the Agency during the
time period from July 1, 2006, to July 1, 2009, inclusive, shall ¢xpire not less than
six years after the date of such approval. :

Please be reminded it is our understanding that Section 3 of Public Act 09-181 governs
until such time that your regulations are revised.

Should you have any further questions regarding the above changes, please feel free to
contact Darcy Winther of the Wetlands Management Section at (860) 424-3019.



Substituté House Bill No. 5254
- Public Act No. 09-181

AN ACT CONCERNING EXTENDING THE TIME OF EXPIRATION OF CERTAIN LAND
USE PERMITS. ‘

Be it enacted by thé Senate and House of Representatives in General Assembly convened:

Section 1. Section 8-3 of the general statutes is amended by adding subsection (m) as
follows (Effective from passage):

(NEW) (m) Notwithstanding the provisions of this section, any site plan approval made
under this section during the period from July 1, 2006, to July 1, 2009, inclusive, except an
approval made under subsection (j) of this section, shall expire not less than six years after
the date of such approval and the commission may grant one or more extensions of time to
complete all or part of the work in connection with such site plan, provided no approval,
including all extensions, shall be valid for more than eleven years from the date the site

plan was approved.

Sec. 2. Section 8-26¢ of the general statutes is amended by adding subsection (e) as follows
(Effective from passage):

(NEW) (e) Notwithstanding the provisions of this section, any subdivision approval made
under this section during the period from July 1, 2006, to July 1, 2009, inclusive, shall -
expire not less than six years after the date of such approval and the commission may
grant one or more extensions of time to complete all or part of the work in connection with
such subdivision, provided the time for all extensions under this subsection shall not
exceed eleven years from the date the subdivision was approved.

Sec. 3. Section 22a-42a of the general statutes is amended by adding subsection (g) as
follows (Effective from passage):



(NEW) (g) Notwithstanding the provisions of subdivision (2) of subsection (d) of this
_section, any permit issued under this section during the period from July 1, 2006, to July 1,
2009, inclusive, shall expire not less than six years after the date of such approval. Any
such permit shall be renewed upon request of the permit holder unless the agency finds
that there has béen a substantial change in circumstances that requires a new permit
application or an enforcement action has been undertaken with regard to the regulated
activity for which the permit was issued, prov1ded no such permIt shall be valid for more
than eleven years. | -

Sec. 4. Section 8-26g of the general statutes is  amended by adding subsection (c) as follows
(Effective from passage):

(NEW) (c) Notwithstanding the provisions of this section, any approval of a subdivision of
land for a project of four hundred or more dwelling units made during the period from
July 1, 2006, to July 1, 2009, mcluswe, shall expire not less than eleven years after the date
of such approval. :

Approved July 2, 2009



Correspondence

Match 15,2010
Dear Town Inland Wetlands/Fotestty Contact:

Enclosed is a “Notification of Timber Harvest Form” that forest landowners ot their agents who ate plan-
ning a commecial imber harvest would submit to your town’s Inland Wetlands Commission. This Form,
which we hope will be widely adopted for use by towns across Connecticut, was developed over many
months by an Ad-Hoc Subcommittee of the State Forest Practices Advisory Boatd.! This Subcommittee
has included approximately 20 patticipants drawn, from municipal inland wetlands commissionets, municipal
wetlands enforcement officers, certified professional forestets, certified forest products hatvestets and Con-
necticut DEP representatives.

Because timber harvesting and forestry fall within the legal definition of agriculture in Connecticut, they ate
permitted as of tight in wetlands unless certain specific, permit-required activities are involved. Local Inland
Wetlands Commissions, however, have the right to require sufficient information so that they, not the land-
owner, can decide whether the proposed activity does ot does niot requite a permit. This Form was devel-
oped to help towns obtain this information in an efficient, predictable way, and therefore make such juris-

. dictional rulings quicker and easiet for everyone involved. '

While this is hot an “official” Connecticut DEP Fotm, forestty and wetland experts at the Agency have pto-
vided significant input into its development. It has been endorsed for municipal usage by the following os-
ganizations:

The Connecticut Farm Bureau Association

The Connecticut Forest & Patrk Association

The Connecticut Professional Timber Producers Association
The Society of Ametican Foresters - CT Chapter

We hope this Form will be widely accepted as the standard document municipalities rely on in reviewing
proposed commetcial forest practice activities. It does not replace nor contradict the puidance given in the
authoritative CT DEP brochute “Agticultute, Forestry and Wetlands Protection in Connecticut”, which can
be found online on the CT IDEP website.

The information requited to complete this Form is purposely straightforward, Howevet, if you have addi-
tional questions on its use, please feel free to contact any of the endorsing otganizations directly (contact
information on the following page). Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

Bill Bentley, 2006 Chair, Society of Ametican Fotesters—CT Chaptet

Eric Hammerling, Executive Director, Connecticut Forest & Park Association

Jjoan Nichols, President, CT Professional Timber Producets Association

Donald Tullet, Boatd President, CT Farm Buteau Association

1'The Fotest Practices Advisory Board was authorized by the Connecticut Forest Practices Act of 1991
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PROFESSIONAL TIMBER
PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION

775 Bloomfield Avenue
Windsor, CT 06095-2322
Phone: 860/768-1100
Email: info@cfba.org
Web:  www.cfba.org

16 Meriden Road

Rockfall, CT 06481-2961
Phone: 860/346-2372
Email: info@ctwoodlands.org
Web:  www.ctwoodlands.org

P.O. Box 71 )

Lebanon, CT 06249
Phone: 860/948-0432
Email: mfo@timproct.org
Web:  www.timproct.org

P.O. Box 149

North Granby, CT 06060-0149
Phone: 860/844-0008

Email: bilibentley@cox.net
Web:  www.nesaforg



NOTIFICATION OF TIMBER HARVEST

Town: : Date:
Property Locatmn

Assessor’s Info'

Total acreage of property(s): Total acreage of harvest area:
Landowner(s) of Record: Primary Centaet:

Mailing Address: Mailing Address:

Town: Zip Town: Zip
Phone({ ) Phone ()

E-mail: E-mail:

Note: Timber harvesting is a Permitted as of Right Activity pursuant to the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Act, except for
those | practices regulated under Section 22a-36 through 22a-45 of the Connecticut General Statutes,

Is there a current forest management/stewardship plan Jor this property? OYes 0ONo

This timber harvest has been prepared by a State of Connecticut certified:

(Check one): [1 Forester OR  [Supervising Forest Products Harvester
Forest Practitioner Certificate #:
Name:
Address:
E-mail:
Phone #; (Business) (Cell)

Property Boundaries: ' Timber Harvest Boundaries:
Bounds are matked: (0Yes [No Have been marked or flagged: OYes ONo

Have owners of all lands within 100 feet of the harvest area been notified via first-class mail prior to filing this “Notification of
Timber Harves”? OYes [No
Estimated starting date of timber harvesting operations: [

Deseription of Timber Harvest:
Objective:

Treatment:

Amount of forest products to be harvested:
Board feet Cords Cubic feet Tons

How have the trees to be harvested been designated?
. DThey have been marked with paint at eye level and at ground level. Paint color(s):
. [They have not been marked

This is not an official CT DEP form but it has been endorsed for town usage by: CT Farm Bureau Assoc., CT Forest &
Park Assoc., GT Professional Timber Producers, Society of American Foresters - CT Chapter, and others.



SOIL, WATER AND INLAND WETLANDS RESOURCES

Actions Being Performed On This Land
(Check all that apply and locate on attached Timber Harvest Area map -- see information below on maps.)

_ Crossings / Clearing Erosion and Sedimentation Control Measutes:
[ITemporary stream/drainage crossing [Installation of water bars
[Temporary wetlands crossing [JGrading
[IRemoval of trees in wetlands [1Sceding
[ORemoval of trees in upland review area [Other {(describe below)

Log landing area: Roads
Clanti-tracking pad Are new roads, other than skid trails, to be
Qeurb cut _ constructed for transport of logs or other
; activities associated with this harvest?
OYes [UNo

Describe in further detail as necessary:

The following maps are attached to this “Netification” (Check all that apply)
(1Copy of USGS topographic map with property outlined
(1Copy of Assessor’s map with property outlined
(Timber Harvest Area map showing outline of harvest area, main skid road locations, log landing area, truck access
roads, inland wetlands, watercourses and any crossings

The undersigned hereby swear that the information contained in this application Is true, accurate and complete to the best of
my {our) knowledge and belief and that the timber harvest will be conducited in accordance with ﬂze specifications outlined
in this “Notification of Timber Harvest,”

Signature of Landowner(s): Date:
Print/Type Narﬁe:
Signatare of Landowner(s): Date:
Print/Type Name:
Signature of Certified For;st Practitioner: _ Date:
Print Name:
Certificate #: ExpirationDate: /. /

Complete and Submit to:
- The Municipal Inland Wetlands Agency/ies in which the property Is located, and

- A courtesy copy of this Notification Form should also be sent to The Department of Environmental Protection, Division of Forestry

79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT, Tal: (860) 424-3630

This is not an official CT DEP form bul it has been endorsed for town usage by: CT Farm Bureau Assoc., CT Forest &
Park Assoc.,, CT Professional Timber Producers, Sociely of American Foresters - CT Chapler, and others.



A newsletter of the Connecticut Association of Conservation
and Inland Wetlands Commissions, Inc.

This article, which is a summary of existing research on riparian buffers, has been modified from its original

format for The Habitat. The full set of citations for the supporting research can be found at caciwe.org.

INTRODUCTION

pponents of environmental protections on
Oprivate residential and commercial proper-

ty, such as the requirement of riparian buf-
fer zones, are often concerned that restrictions will
lower property values. In fact, there is grow-
ing evidence to suggest that modest and evenly
enforced environmental protections within an
entire wetlands area can substantially enhance
property values. Studies also suggest that envi-

“ronmental protections can boost state revenues

by enhancing the desirability of communities and
recreational areas, while limiting the unforeseen
growth in state expenses that often accompanies
expanded residential and commercial develop-
ment in watershed areas.

The economic benefits of the ecological services
provided by Connecticut’s rivers and wetlands run
in the tens of billions of dollars annually, Maintain-
ing a minimum level of protection for these as-

sets can help to ensure that the rapid expansion of
residential and commercial development does not
negate the benefits of economic growth.

POTENTIAL ECONOMIC BENEF ITS

Studies have demonstrated that riparian buffers are
a relatively low cost, easily enforceable and effec-
tive means of delivering valuable ecological servic-
es - such as the prevention of diffuse source pollu-
tion, protection of water supplies, flood mitigation,
and aesthetic enhancement of communities and
recreation areas. The spread of residential and com-
mercial land development is frequently accompa-

" nied by an increase in water pollution when fertil-
izers, sediment, chemicals and other contaminants

are carried from lawns and pavement into neighboring
wetlands by storm water runoff. Numerous studies
document the important role that riparian buffers can
play in reducing diffuse source pollution that may oth-
erwise result in eutrophication, increased toxicity, and
loss of water clarity. Studies have also demonstrated
that protection is far more efficient than clean-up.

The ecological services provided by Connecticut’s riv-
ers and wetlands are worth many billions of dollars an~
nually. The natural protection that riparian buffers offer
to the quality of these assets can safeguard and enhance
the desirability of communities and recreational areas,
protecting property values and promoting tourism.

Recreational -
Clean water, abundant and diverse wildlife, healthy
fish stocks, and scenic views are a few of the assets
that riparian buffers protect. This natural capital leads
to a steady stream of returns in the form of tourism
and recreational income and related tax revenue. Both
the volume and range of outdoor recreational activi-
ties has increased dramatically in the United States
over the last few decades. For example, expenditures
associated with wildlife-watching increased by over
20% in the U.S. between 1995 and 2006, from $37.7
billion to $45.7 billion (in 2006 dollars). In 2006,
fishing, hunting and wildlife watching activities by
Connecticut residents alone generated $755 million in
Buffers, continued on page 3




submitted its ﬁayment

Working Together to Presetve

Connecticut’s Farmland
by the Connecticut Farmland Trust

Mitchel Fam oerolc, alem, cT

onnecticut’s farmland is disappearing at the alarming
rate of 8,000 acres a year. Fertile, highly productive

land is being converted to residential and commercial
uses at one of the fastest rates in the country -- in less than
20 years, we have lost 21% of our state’s farmland. If this
rate of conversion continues, all of our remaining farmland
will be gone in less than two generations. This is why it is
so important for organizations to work together to protect our
state’s working lands.

“Towns and local land trusts are becoming more and more
active in farmland preservation within their communities,
As a result, stronger partnerships are being formed with the
combined resources of local, state and federal programs,”
says Henry Talmage, Executive Director of Connecticut
Farmland Trust, “CFT has always been about collaboration
and we take great pride in our ability to complete projects
through teamwork and leveraging of funds.”

The Connecticut Farmland Trust (CFT) is the only private,
statewide nonprofit conservation organization dedicated
exclusively to protecting Connecticut’s farmland. CFT holds
agricultural conservation easements that protect 1,766 acres
of farmland around the state, has assisted partners in the
preservation of 157 additional acres, and serves as a leading
resource on conserving Connecticut’s working farmland, By
working with like-minded groups and pooling our resources,
CFT is able to preserve more land than we would be able to
do alone. These collaborations benefit all of us.

Everyone in Connecticut reaps the benefits of farmland.
From producing fresh, local food to providing pastoral vistas,
farms are a vital part of our history, culture, and economy.
Connecticut farms contribute $2 billion annually to our local
economy, provide a myriad of environmental benefits, and
help balance town budgets. Studies have documented that
farms require less than 50 cents in town services for every

. Farmland, continued on page 1 3




Buffers, continued from page I

recreation related revenues in Connecticut. Another $9
billion was spent by tourists visiting the state, generat-
ing over 1 billion in state and local tax revenue, and
employing 1 in 15 workers in the state.

But Connecticut’s recreational and tourism dollars are
heavily reliant upon the maintenance of healthy eco-
systems. For example, numerous studies emphasize
the importance of preserving the natural habitat of fish
- including shade trees, submerged grasses and other
food sources - to maintaining healthy fish populations
in spots popular among anglers. Numerous studies
have found that individuals express willingness to pay
substantial sums to protect the regional environment.
One study in the 1990s found particularly high dollar
values placed on improving water quality to a “swim-
mable” level. '

Loss of natural riparian buffers can lead to pollution
of streams by sediment, nutrients, and other con-
taminants, destroying fish habitat and closing swim-
ming areas. The 1994 EPA National Water Quality
Inventory Report to Congress identified 374 sites in
22 states where recreation was restricted due to poor
water quality.” In a 2009 survey of recreational boat-
ers on Candlewood Lake in Connecticut, over half
of respondents stated that poor water quality due to
invasive species was “a major problem”, And almost
three quarters of boaters who owned lakefront proper-
ty found it to be a major problem, indicating that they
were the group most likely to benefit from riparian
buffer zones designed to prevent such eutrophication.

Over the last two decades, an 18.2% increase in the
land area covered by construction in Connecticut has
been accompanied by a 14.5% decline in farmland,
6.5% decline in deciduous forest, 6.9% decline in
area covered by water, and a 5.5% decline in forested
wetland; trends that highlight the importance of safe-
guarding the remaining wetlands from environmental
degradation. In Connecticut, an extensive study of
coastal areas suggests that landuse restrictions within
a 100 ft wetland buffer zone has helped to reduce the
loss of natural vegetation during residential and com-
mercial land development.

Aesthetic Value _

Historically, Connecticut’s great natural beauty and
well-preserved historical villages have ensured it some
of the most prized real estate in the world. Its very
“desirable communities have attracted a relatively high-

skilled, high-income population that, in turn, has
attracted a dynamic commercial sector. The desir-
ability of communities is strongly influenced by the
surrounding environment, and the health of neighbor-
ing wetland ecosystems plays a particularly impor-
tant role. Reduced water clarity, algae blooms, and
eutrophication have been shown to greatly diminish
adjacent property values. And in regions where water
quality has been allowed to deteriorate substantially
as a result of over-development, studies have docu-
mented dramatic declines in regional property values.

Environmental restrictions on privately held land are

* often fought by those with short-term interests in the

sale of local residential and commercial development,
who fear that new restrictions will diminish market
profitability. Though there is little evidence of dimin-
ished individual property values when all properties
are similarly restricted, or regional economic loss,
studies do show that land use restrictions that improve
water quality often lead to substantial increases in
property values both on and near wetland areas.

By maintaining a minimum level of protection for
rivers and wetlands, riparian buffers can also help

to mitigate a number of unintended consequences of
rapid residential and commercial development that
can drain state budgets, such as increased flooding,
declining water tables and increasing strain on public
water systems, as well as the spread of invasive plant
species. Failure to address these issues can negate
many of the benefits of economic growth.

Drinking Water
Safe, dependable supplies of groundwater - for
residential, agricultural, commercial and public uses
- are crucial to a healthy economy. Among the many
ecological services offered by riparian buffers is
their ability to help protect and restore groundwater
reserves. Public agencies spend large sums each
year to obtain, treat and maintain water supplies. The
loss of ecological services provided by riparian buf-
fers can increase these costs. Increased sedimentation
leads to the need for dredging and more frequent
repair and replacement of equipment, Increased run-
off of nutrients and other contaminants from lawns,
fields, and pavement into wetlands increases the need
to treat drinking water with chemical coagulants and
disinfectants. And contaminants can also cause costly
depreciation of commercial equipment. Expanding
riparian buffers has the potential to limit these costs.
Buffers, continued on page 12




Tom ODell asked me to write a column on what wef-
lands agencies could be doing while awaiting the
return of “business as usual.” In this column I share
two thoughts: one task for the present and planning
Jor the future.

Partl

If your wetlands agency has not amended its regu-
lations for a while or if you’re just not sure if your
agency has kept its regulations current with state law,
start with this task. There are a few tools that will
really streamline this job. Depending on the size of
your agency, you could consider setting up a smaller
group to meet on these issues, Of course, the meetings
would need to be noticed according to the Freedom of
Information Act, be held-in a public place (i.e., not in
someone’s home), be open to the public, have minutes
created, etc. The major tool to rely on is the 2006
version of the DEP Model Regulations. The model
regulations are available on the DEP website at: http:/
www.ct.gov/dep/lib/dep/water_inland/wetlands/mod-
elregsfinalofdthedition.pdf. The regulations begin
with a list of revisions on pages 2 through 6. The list
also includes the reason for the change in very suc-
cinct language. This will come in handy when you
need to state on the record during the public hear-
1ing the reason for the proposed changes. The revi-
sions clarify prior regulations, or are mandated by an
amendment to the state law. Within the 2006 model
regulations themselves it is very easy to distinguish
the changes, as new or revised language is underlined.
1 have been before too many agencies in the past six
months with outdated regulations. Here are some

of the procedural and substantive problems in some
towns’ existing regulations.

Date of receipt: The law no longer allows you to
require submission three business days prior to the
‘next regularly scheduled meeting.. The date of receipt
is now the day of the next regularly scheduled meeting
immediately following the day of submission.

What to Do While Applications are Hibernating

Regulated activity: The Appellate Court in 2003 ruled
that in order to have authority regulate activities that
take place outside of wetlands or watercourses for
their effect on those resources the agency must first
have adopted a regulation establishing the authority to
regulate conduct in the upland. The DEP has pro-
posed language to establish that authority. Check the
definition section of the model regulations, § 2.1. If
you're fuzzy on the legal reasoning of that case, you
can read my blog entry of December 28, 2009 ad-
dressing the case, at www.ctwetlandslaw.com.

Agquatic, plant or animal life and habitats in wetlands
or watercourses: Maybe some agencies have had a lot
of turnover since 2003 and don’t remember the outery
when the Supreme Court held that wildlife did not

fall within the protection of the wetlands act. Then

the legislature amended the statute in 2004, upholding
the Supreme Court decision in part and reversing it in
part. You will not be able to properly figure out what
to do with wildlife considerations without the statutory
language in your regulations. It is not intuitive; it was
a political compromise. You will need to have the
language as you review applications and decide how
to consider wildlife impacts. Want to brush up on the
wildlife controversy? You can read my blog entries

. of December 30, 2009 and December 31, 2009 at

www.ctwetlandslaw.com.

Right of agency to enter onto private property. In
prior versions of the DEP model regulations, there
seems to have been language that suggested that
agencies or their agent had the authority to enter onto
private property without the consent of thie property
owner. The 2006 version clears up that misnomer.

To complete the tasks, the DEP has made available
online all of the legislative advisories. From the DEP
Inland Wetlands and Watercourses main page, click
on “Legislation, Regulation and Case Law.” You.
would only need to review the advisories from 2006 to
the present, as the earlier advisories are already incor-
porated into the 2006 mode! regulations.
Legal, continued on page 6
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Legal, continued from page 4

I note that DEP has not posted an advisory for the
legislative change in the 2009 session. Last year the
legislature amended the act to state that wetlands permits
issued from July 1, 2006 to July 1,2009 “shall expire
not less than six years after the date of such approval”
and that the total period of time such permit may be in
existence, including renewal time, cannot exceed 11
yeats. To read more about the change, go to the January
26, 2010 entry on my blog at www.ctwetlandslaw.com.

One more task derived from your regulations: Almost
all agencies have a section equivalent to § 4.4 in the
model regulations which requires any person wishing
to engage in an exempt activity to notify the agency
“on a form provided by it.” It is the rare agency that
has developed that form. Some agencies invite let-
ters with supporting documentation, Some use the
application for regulated activities -- which makes me
shriek, because it prompts the agency to begin an inap-
propriate inquiry. The application form for regulated
activities delves into areas that are irrelevant to an
agency’s consideration of whether it has jurisdiction.
Once an agency has established its jurisdiction, it is
appropriate to look into alternatives and other factors
for consideration, Why not craft a form which asks
for facts that establish whether or not the person’s ac-
tivities fall within the exemption?

Part 11

Training of individual agency members, on the one
hand, is a personal matter. A member is asked to give
up time from other personal or family responsibilities
or pleasures to become and to stay an informed mem-
ber. But it is also an agency concern, as well as a pub-
lic one, The wetlands act requires at least one member
of the agency or staff to have completed the DEP com-
prehensive training program. DEP is required to allow
one person from each town to attend the entire training
program at no cost. Of course, the notion that only
one person be trained is an inadequate benchmark. It
is merely a point of departure.

Training should not be a matter that occurs only when
- and if - agency members happen to sign up and attend.

Priority #1: The training of members within a calen-
dar year should be a matter of business to be discussed

early in the year.

Legal, continued on page 7
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Legal, continued from page 6

I believe it should be placed on the agenda once a

year to discuss the year’s goals for training agency
members. The discussion can establish who has com-
pleted what aspects of existing training. Are members
feeling overcommitted time-wise between training

and agency duties? An idea that was discussed at

the January, 2010 Council on Environmental Quality
meeting was to excuse members from attending an
agency meeting, as long as the agency would still have
a quorum to proceed with pending business, so that the
member could spend the equivalent time in training.

Priority #2: 4ny member who has not attended Seg-
ment I and the basic legal training should strive to do

$0. When I routinely offered Segment I legal training
while at the Attorney General’s Office, I often had
agency staff people with many years of experience
state that they learned something new at Segment L.

Priority #3: A majority of agency members should
strive to attend the DEP Segment 1T Tegal Update

or the CACIWC annual meeting workshop on [ egal
Update. In fact, your agency should try to be in at-
tendance at both. (Different members could go.) The
DEP’s Segment II is generally in May and June, while

+ Jim Langlois of the Connecticut Ce
” fax: 860.563.0616

the CACIWC meeting is in November. This year
almost all of the Appellate and Supreme Court cases
covered in the CACIWC annual meeting workshop
had been issued in the late summer and fall, too late to
be covered in the DEP Segment II training.

And, yes, I agree that folks should go get the technical
training as well. I just want to stress the need for the
agency to stay up to date on the changes in the law.
That will not happen merely by serving on a commis-
sion for twenty years. It is not a matter of experience;
it is a matter of knowledge. '

Priority #4: _The statute requires the follow-up step
that the newly trained member summarize the content

of the training program at an agency meeting, Ata
minimum that should include distribution of any writ-

ten materials provided at training.

Up to date regulations and forms, and current knowi-
edge of the law, are the best bases for being prepared
for the return to “business as usual.”

Attorney Janet P. Brooks is in solo practice in East Berlin
and has started a blog on wetlands law, which you can
read at www.ctwetlandslaw.com. #

t Co

imLanglois@ctce




Editor’s Note; Conservation Commissions take note - stewardship of municipal and private protected open space
is a challenging responsibility. The following article discusses the consequences of ignoring that responsibility and
encourages action to protect against unintended consequerces.

cant forested landscape which forms an aestheti-

cally pleasing backdrop to our daily lives and pro-
vides important ecological functions which contribute
to our quality of life. Unfortunately, numerous issues
have developed that threaten the forest’s ability to
sustain these valuable environmental services. This
article summarizes the main impediments to sustain-
able upland forest ecosystems,

In Connecticut we are fortunate to have a signifi-

Forest Fragmentation

As development starts to devour a continuous forest,
it fragments the remainder. Edge habitat occurring

at the forest /development interface is inhospitable
to many species of wildlife. The edge habitat is well
suited for skunks, raccoons, dogs, cats and other ani-
mals that prey upon the eggs of ground nesting birds.
Also, brown-headed cow birds, a brood parasite that
lay their eggs in other birds’ nests, are more prevalent
the closer to the edge. The host bird raises aggressive
cowbird fledglings which crowds out its own fledg-
lings. Brood parasitism and nest predation lead to
the inability of smaller fragmented forests to sustain
many interior bird species. Additionally, non-native
invasive plants are usually more abundant in frag-
mented forests. Generally, habitat quality declines
with the size of the forest. More information about
forest fragmentation can be found on the University
of Comnecticut’s Center for Land Use Education and
Research (CLEAR) web site, (http:/clear.uconn.edu/
projects/landscape/forest_frag.htm).

The aggregation of a large continuous protected forest
is often a more valuable conservation strategy than
preserving smaller isolated forests. Planning tools
such as cluster housing and transferable development
rights have the potential to retain a modest to signifi-
cant amount of continuous forest while allowing for
limited residential and commercial growth.

Invasive Plants

“Non-native invasive species pose a serious risk to
North American forest ecosystems, threatening to
change existing ecological trajectories, suppress rare
and endangered native species, reduce productivity
and biodiversity and damage wildlife habitat.”*

Numerous non-native (exotic) invasive plants have
gained a well established foothold and threaten to
become pervasive in Connecticut forests. Many are
characterized by “hypercompetitive behavior” that
includes earlier leaf out than native competitors, the
ability to re-sprout vigorously and produce large
amount of seeds that are spread by birds and deer.

Non-native invasive plants that can be ecologically
disruptive in Connecticut’s forest include Tree-of-
Heaven, Japanese barberry, and Oriental bittersweet.
The former has been documented to cause heart at-
tack-like symptoms if a person’s skin is exposed to an
excessive amount of the plant’s sap. The incidence of
black-legged ticks, a major vector for Lyme disease,
is greater in dense thickets of Japancse barberry. The
thickets provide an ideal refuge for the tick carrying
white footed mouse. Bittersweet vines aggressively
climb trees and monopolize forest understories. The
vines aid in bringing down supple trees while exten-
sive mats in the understory smother tree seedlings and
other native understory vegetation.

The foothold these invasive plants have gained may
tum into a stranglehold without considerable interven-
tion, The next hurricane may greatly speed up the hostile
takeover as significant disturbance in the upper forest
canopy will provide sunny new ground for the germina-
tion of invasive plant seeds. Forest harvesting is thought
to promote the invasion of non-native invasive plants
where there is a neatby seed source. But one study found
no increase in abundance of barberry after low- to moder-
ate intensity selective harvesting.

Complete control of exotic invasive plants is unlikely.
Herbicides provide the most definitive control but
often meet public opposition. Uprooting smaller inva-
sive plants is possible but unlikely to cover extensive
areas; repeated cutting or burning immediately after
leaf out kills a significant proportion if done in the
same growing season.

For more information on invasive plants go to the
Connecticut Invasive Plant Working Group (CIPWG)

web site, http://www hort uconn.edu/CIPWG/.
‘ Forest, continued on following page -




Deer

In addition to aiding the spread of invasive plants by
depositing their seeds throughout forest, an abun-
dance of deer may aid in changing the composition of
the forest. Deer often browse heavily on oak seedlings
but avoid species such as black birch, which contains
the same chemical component as the muscle rub Ben
Gay. Nearly 100 threatened or endangered species are
browsed by white tailed deer. They have been known
to browse the native understory plants so much that

it allows an opening for invasive plants to germinate.
Conversely, where deer had been fenced out, the under-
story was lush with native plants,

Deer populations were almost
extirpated with the loss of
mature forests and unrestrict-
ed hunting in the late 1800s.
Citizens reported only 12 deer
in Connecticut in 1893, With
increased suburbanization,
maturing oak forests, and a
decline in hunting, the deer

" population has grown expo-
nentially. Their population is
currently estimated at 65,000.

Significantly expanding
responsible hunting, reducing
forest fragmentation by mini-
mizing conversion of forests
to conventional subdivi-

sions could help stabilize an
excessive deer population-and
revitalize the plants favored
by deer.

Lack of Appropriate Disturbance

Some upland forest ecosystems have evolved to
sustain themselves after disturbances such as fire,
hurricanes and tornadoes, These disturbances create a
temporary open environment where sun-loving plants
could perpetuate themselves and their offspring could
outgrow competing shade tolerant species. Native
Americans used to frequently burn extensive areas

of the forest to create an environment that attracted
their game animals, increased berry production, and
provided numerous other benefits necessary for their
survival. Pre-settlement forests experienced fires
exponentially more frequently than today’s forests.
Fire that sustained oak ecosystems for thousands of
years has been extinguished as fire preventive systems
evolved to protect people and houses that now fill the
increasing fragmented forest.

o 2
Nehantic State Forest, Salent — This oak forest received
a regeneration harvest and controlled burn. Grasses
become established after such repeated disturbances. Their
seeds provide an important food source for the fall bird mi-
gration. Forests near Native American villages were prob-
ably burned frequently creating an open park-iike forest.
The fires killed thinned barked trees and shrubs. The older
oak and chestnit trees were protected from low intensity
fives by their thick bark. Younger oaks re-sprouted more
vigorously than other hardwoods killed by the fires.

Today’s maturing oak forest originated after extensive
clearcuts, fires, chestnut blight and farm abandonment
from about a century ago. The prolonged absence

of similar events and excessive deer browse has
started to facilitate the slow transformation of much
of Connecticut’s oak forest into shade tolerant birch,
beech and maple forests. Oak seedlings are found in
the understory of an intact forest after an acorn crop
but most die out within a few years because of lack

of adequate sunlight. Survivors are severely hindered
by overtopping competitors. Oak seedling survival on
ridge-tops and droughty soils where competition is
limited is an exception. The ability of a new genera-
tion of oak to graduate to the
forest canopy is severely lim-
ited under current conditions,

The potential future displace-
ment of oaks has enormous
ecological consequences as
around 50 animal species
depend upon acorns for their
primary source of protein.
Oak forests host more spe-
cies and a higher abundance
of birds than maple forests.
Oaks cumulatively host over
500 species of butterflies

and moths (Lepidoptera).
Larvae, the immature form of
Lepidoptera, are an important
food source for birds.

Severe fire and other distur-
bances historically sustained
a small part of the fandscape
in young forest habitat. The majority of the forest
landscape should be made up of sawtimber-dominated
forests in order to provide habitat for the bulk of the
wildlife species. (Sawtimber are trees greater than 117
in diameter measured 4.5° above ground level). At the
same time, very young forests provide requisite dense
shrubby habitat for 22 bird species and four mammal
species in New England, including numerous declin-
ing species such as blue-winged warbler, chestnut-sid-
ed warbler, New England cottontail and bobcat. The '
unique assemblage of dense cover, herbaceous vegeta-

' tion, and associated insects is short-lived as the habitat

structure changes as the forest ages. Forests as young as
cight years old have already lost their habitat value for
some species. A frequent infusion of relatively small
but severe disturbances is necessary to sustain popula-
tions of those animals that depend upon this habitat.

' Forest, continued on page 15
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As of our Jan, 30, 2010 reco
year (July 1, 2009 — June 30, 2010). If your Commission is not on the list, please encourage your commission to join. For a membership dues

form go to caciwe.org, About CACIWC, scroll to Membership and download form; or email todell@snet.net. If we are in error we apologize and
would appreciate knowing. Member Commissions receive a copy of The Habitat for each commissioner if dues have been paid. Please consider
joining as a sustaining member (SUS).

rds, the following Town commissions have supported CACIWC through membership dues for the 2009-2010 fiscal

' Gombined Comission”
W= Inland: 1 Z3IW = Zoning/Inland Wetlands Commission -

Ansonia w CC Old Lyme W

Ansonia cC w Old Lyme cc

Avon W Fairfield cC Old Saybrook Iw (SUS)

Avon CcC Farmington ZHIW Old Saybrook cC (SUS)

Barkhamsted W Farmington CcC Oxford CCHIW  (SUS)

Barkhamsted CC Franklin W Plainfield w

Beacoen Falls W Glastonbury CCHW  (SUS) Plainfield CcC

Beacon Falls CcCc Goshen W Plainville W

Berlin cC Goshen CcC Plainville CC

Bethany w (SUS) Granby w Pomfret w

Bethany cC (SUS) Granby CcC Portland W (SUS)

Bethel w Greenwich w (SUS) Portland CcC (SUS)

Bethlehem w Greenwich cC (SUS) Prospeet 1w {(SUS)

Bethiehem cc Griswold CCHW Punam CCHW

Bolton W Groton 1w Redding CCHW  (SUS)

Bolton CcC Groton cC Ridgefield ZHIW

Bozrah CCHIW Guilford Iw Ridgefield cC

Branford CCHW Guilford cC Salem CCHIW  (SUS)

Branford CcC Haddam w Salisbury CCHIW

Bristol CCHW Haddam cC Seymour w

Brookfield cC Hamden w Sharon W

Brocklyn w Hamden cC Shelton cC

Brooklyn cc Hampton cc Sherman iw

Burlington W Harwinton W Sherman (&

Canaan CCHIW Hebron CcC Simsbury CCHIW

Canterbury - 1w Kent w Southbury W

Canton Iw Killingworth W Southington W (SUS)

Canton cC Killingworth CC Sprague CCHIW  (SUS})

Chaplin W Lebanon w Sterling w

Chaplin CC Lebanon CcC Suffield cC

Cheshire W Lisbon cC Thomaston 1w

Cheshire cc Litchfield W Thompson Iw

Chester w Lyme CCHW Thompson CC

Chester cc Madison iw Tolland W

Clinton CCHIW Manchester ZAHIW Tolland cc

Colebrook CCHW Manchester CcC Torrington W - (SUS)

Columbia W Mansfield ZHIW Torrington CcC {(SUS)

Columbia CcC Mansfield CcC Trumbull W (SUS)

Coventry W Meriden W Trumbull CcC

Coventry cC Meriden cC Vernon w

Cromwell W Middlebury Ccc Vernon CcC

Cromwell CC Middlefield w (SUS) ‘Warren CCHW  (SUS)

Danbury CCHIW Milford W Washington w (SUS})

Darien CC+IW  (SUS) Milford cC Waterford CC (8U8)

Deep River CCHW Naugatuck Iw Westbrook w

Durham W New Canaan ZHW Weston CcC {8US)

Durham cC New Canaan cc Westport CCHW  (8US)

East Haddam W New Fairfield CC+IW  (SUS) Wethersfield W

East Haddam CcC New Hartford w Willington W

East Hampton iw New Hartford cC Willingten cc

East Hampton cC New London CCHW Wilton Iw

East Hartford CCHIW New Milford w Wilton cC

East Windsor CC+IW "‘New Milford CcC Windsor W

Eastford CC Norfolk w Woodbridge w

Easton CCHW Norfolk CcC ‘Woodbridge cC

Ellington W North Branford ~ CCHIW Woodbury w (SUS)

Ellington CcC North Stonington  IW Woodbury Ccc (SUS)

Enfield w Norwalk w (SUS) Woodstock cc
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Buffers, continued from page 3

Flood Control

By impeding and absorbing flood waters, riparian for-
est buffers reduce the damage caused by floods. And
by reducing the sedimentation of rivers and streams,
which fills streambeds and makes them more prone to
overflowing, riparian buffers also reduce the frequency
of flooding. According to one study, reducing runoff
by 10% within a watershed could reduce flood peaks
with a 2 to 5 year return period by 25% to 50%.

According to the National Flood Insurance Progtam
(NFIP), the value of flood losses in the U.S. between
1996 and 2005 totaled over $2.4 billion. Rapid land
development and the loss of riparian buffers have the
potential to increase these costs. Ironically, where new
land development leads to increased flooding, it has the
potential to drive down the value of existing housing
stocks in flood prone areas.

POLITICAL FEASIBILITY
AND “WILLINGNESS TO PAY”

Numerous studies find that Americans express a
willingness to pay substantial sums for programs
that will improve water quality. While such stud-
ics might overstate the true willingness to pay for
ecological services, the notable consistency of such
results indicate a very real concern over the avail-
ability and security of safe drinking water. One study
that explored the difference between the hypotheti-
cal willingness to pay among survey participants
and taxpayers’ actual willingness to pay for a river-
front improvement project, found that there was no
statistically significant difference between the two.
Since the benefit/cost ratio to households of wetland
restoration projects is often very high, it is perfectly
rational for residents to be willing, if not eager, to
pay for such projects.

Advertisement

By Wayne H. Bugden, LEP

Director of Environmental Services, CME

When remediating contamitants in sedi-
ment, how “clean” is clean enough? Wetlands
are very sensitive to pollution, but Connect-
fcut remains without a standardized regu-
latory approach to this problem. There are
many reasons for chis, including:

Unique Physical and Chemical Properties:
Sediments range from dense sands and silts,
to loose organic peats. Some bind tightly to

heavy metals while others contain natural
‘organic compounds that laboratories may

mistake for petroleum. Such variabih't)
makes it impossible to develop “one-size-
fits-all” cleanup standards. s
Uncertain Source{s)t Finding
the “responsible party” can be
tricky if a wetland receives run-
off from multiple properties,
Investigators can use forensic
techniques to “fingerprint” con-
tamination, but success depends on careful
planning and experience.

Need to Balance Riskst Sometitnes, remov-
ing contamination may cause more damage
than leaving it in place. Knowing how, and
when, to remediate wetlands cannot be de-

termined using a State-wide policy. Instead,”

ecological risk assessments must weigh the
pros and cons of all alternatives.
Connecticut DEP is working to develop
sediment cleanup criteria, bur it is unknown
when, or if, these standards will go into
effect, Meanwhile, wetland contamination

QR

Chemical Remediation in Wetlands: Not Your Average Cleanup

problems must be carefully evaluated to
determine it remediation is needed, When

: # it is, the <leanup
professionals  must
consider the wetland’s
many unigue proper-
ties ro avoid damaging
its essential functions
and values.

PRI I S S S L N R U IS I

CME Assoclates, Inc..Is a Connecticut-based
corporation providing architectural; civil, struc-
tural and transportation engineering; planning;
environmeanial and land surveying services.
They have offices located iy East Hartford and
Woodstock CT, Scuthbridge MA and Salt Lake
City UT.

CME ASSOCIATES, INC.

Comprebemwe Services for the Bettermenr of
Built and Natural Environments
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Farmland, continued from page 2

dollar they generate in local taxes -- while residential
development costs towns more than one dollar for
every dollar of revenue generated.

Connecticut Farmland Trust assists towns and land
trusts by offering technical assistance and guidance
in the specific area of agricultural conservation
casements. These easements give landowners the
flexibility to change their operation and practices

to meet future agricultural needs. CFT’s criteria

for easements focus on viable, active farms with
prime and important agricultural soils. There is no
restriction on property size. CFT may also contribute
funds toward the acquisition of an easement and may
sometimes hold the easement.

“There is a big difference between open space and
agricultural easements, and we are happy to provide

towns and land trusts with guidance on conservation
language that includes specific terms to help

protect farmland,” says Elisabeth Moore, CFT’s
Conservation Director. “Who gets the credit for
preservation or holds the easement on the property
isn’t important. The most important thing is
protecting Connecticut’s remaining farmiand.”

Organizations contact CFT for assistance and
partnerships, but CFT also seeks out groups to
collaborate with when their preservation projects

fit with our mission of protecting farmland. We

are currently working with the Town of Branford

to preserve a farm and are collaborating with the
Town of Lebanon to preserve three farms, Below
is a listing of farms Connecticut Farmland Trust has
preserved with help from towns and land trusts:

Photos courtesy of Connecticut Farmland Trust

/-

Vanishing Geese Farm, Durhan -

Vanishing Geese Farm, Durham

Preserved in 2009

43 acres of hay & pasture, Scottish Highland cattle,
chicken, and honey bees

Collaboration with Durham Conservation Commission

Phillips Farm, Southbury

Preserved in 2004

20 acres of support land for local dairy
Collaboration with Southbury Land Trust

Lovdal Farm, Southbury

Preserved in 2005

36 acres of support land for local dairy
Collaboration with Southbury Land Trust

On the Hill Farm, Salem

Preserved in 2005 & 2006

76-acre beef and hay farm

Small seasonal farm stand  open to the public
Collaboration with Salem Land Trust and the USDA-
Natural Resources Conservation Service’s Farm and
\Ranch Lands Protection Program.

Osuch Farm, Watertown and Bethlehem

Hunt Hill Farm, New Milford N
Preserved in 2008

40-acre Christmas tree farm

Seasonal farm stand - open to the public

Collaboration with Weantinoge Heritage Land Trust and
the Town of New Milford

Marvel & Mitchell Farms, Salem
Preserved in 2009

206 acres of hay & pasture :
Collaboration with The Nature Conservancy

Osuch Farm, Watertown and Bethlehem
Preserved in 2007

40 acres of support land for local dairy
Collaboration with Watertown land trust

Little Pond Farm, Stonington
Preserved in 2010

96 acres of corn & hay

Collaboration with Town of Stonington

For more information about Connecticut Farmland Trust and

our protected farms, please visit www.CTFarmland.org. # /o
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GO NATIVE!
NEW ENGLAND WETLAND PLANTS, INC.
OFFERS A LARGE SELECTION OF HIGH QUALITY
NATIVE TREES AND SHRUBS
NATIVE HERBACEOUS AND FLOWERING PLANTS
NATIVE SEED MIXES
EROSION CONTROL PRODUCTS
BIOENGINEERING PRODUCTS
WHOLE SALE FOR USE IN MNorth American Green, MNorth American Green
CONSERVATION Inc., the nation’s leading rolled erosion contra! products
erosion control banket are guaranteed ta asslst in
WETLAND RESTORATION and turf relnforcement meeting the EPAs Nﬁ;ﬂrJES
od fa 3 Phase [t fatl
MITIGATION F Peased 1o ofer our crosion control on slopes,
NATURAL LANDSCAPING Sﬂﬁ through v totenions © dralnage d\m?
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! : souree with and active
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DELIVERY AVAILABLE A fob sites
training and £ = sediment
expertise. NPDES Compliance I a5 eay g5 Irstaling migration.
New England Wetland Plants, Inc. L ey v o 5 e o
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North American Green products that can ensure your job site is
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413.548.8000 Team E) Prescott
Fax 413.549.4000 36 Clark Road * Vernon, CT 06066
ax 413097 (860) 875-9711
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Forest, continued from page 9

The maintenance of disturbance-dependent ecosystems
is a difficult task in a mostly suburban state. Controlled
burns can be an effective tool, but there is very limited
opportunity to implement and they pose an element

of risk. Mechanical grinders or masticators can create
young forest habitat by grinding up a forest whose trees
that are approaching 7” in diameter. Though mechani-
cal treatments can mimic historic disturbances such as
fire to a certain extent, they are unlikely to capture the
full ecological value of a natural disturbance. These
treatments are usually expensive. The Wildlife Habitat
Incentive Program (WHIP) may provide federal cost
sharing for controlled burns and creating young forest
habitat. More information about creating young forest
habitat can be found through the “Coverts Program”
from the UConn Cooperative Extension’s web site,
http://www.cam‘.uconn.edu/ces/forest/coverts.htm.

The most cost efficient method for maintaining a
disturbance dependent ecosystem often involves forest
management, Forest management also often entails
cutting trees too small to market but necessary for
freeing up overtopped oak seedlings and saplings. It
should be noted that some harvests can be ecologi-
cally regressive. Harvests in oak forests can accelerate
succession towards other species if only the valuable

Ferrucci & Walicki, LLC

Land Management Consultants

Environmental Stewardship
and Land Management since 1982

« Forest & Open Space Management Services
« Property Tax Reduction

» GIS & GPS-based Mapping

» Forest & Wildlife Habitat Improvement

« Timber inventories & Appraisals

« Professionally Managed Timber Harvests

» Environmental Oversight

+ Municipal Watershed Management

VISIT OUR WEBSITE FOR EXAMPLES OF WHAT WE CAN DO FOR youf
FREE DOWNLOADS AT WWW.FWFORESTERS.COM - UNDER “RESOURCES”

8 Way ROAD
MIDDLEFIELD, CT 06455
860-349-7007 Fax: 860-349-7032
EMALL: FW@FWEORESTERS.COM

WWW.FWFORESTERS.COM

Satellite Cifices in Connecticut:
COVENTRY, CHESHIRE, POMFRET, MAOISON

Senior Staff:
DAN PERAGCHIO, PHIL CASPAR, MARK KASINSKAS
THOMAS WAUCK! AND MIGHAEL FERRUCC)

trees are harvested and most of the small non-oak trees
are left. Appropriate forest management can sustain an
ecologically viable forest and, in addition, yield wood
products to offset management costs.

Forest Management Assistance

DEP Division of Forestry conducts a detailed assess-
ment and extensive planning before implementing
forestry operations on state forests. Likewise, it is
recommended that landowners and land trusts have
a stewardship plan prepared by a certified forester to
provide a detailed evaluation of the forest resources
and management options before any harvest. The
Connecticut Division of Forestry offers a service
where their foresters can provide a limited initial as-
sessment at no charge to the landowners.

The complex social and biological issues confronting
Connecticut’s forest are in the process of being col-
laboratively addressed by stakeholders in the 5-year
revision of the Connecticut Statewide Forest Resource
Plan. More information on forest management can be
found at the DEP Division of Forestry Website: http:/
www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?a=2697&q=322792&d
epNav_GID=1631&depNav=|

For the most part, the forest is not sustaining viable
populations of the full array of fauna and flora native
to the area, The forest is being compromised because
the cumulative effect of our collective actions and
inactions brought unintended and often unnoticed
consequences. It will take a mindful concerted effort
to substantially change this course.

End Notes

1Chornesky et al 2005. Science priorities for reducing the
threat of invasive species to sustainable forestry. Bio Sci-

ence 55(4): 335-348,

This article and the full set of supporting citations can
be found at caciwe.org. *

Assessment of Pollutant Loads and
Evaluation of Treatment Systems
(APLETS.)

Water Quality Software for Land Development Projects
Developed by Steve Trinkaus, PE, CPESC, CPSWQ

Trinkaus Engineering, LLC Calculate pollutant loads for

114 Hunters Ridge Road TS5,7P, TN, DIN, ZN, Cu & TPH
Southbury, CT 06488 for 23 land use conditions,
www.irinkausengineering.com evaluate effective of 34
aplets@earthlink.net treatment systems to

203-264-4558 remove pollutants from runoff
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Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Meeting
INLAND WETLANDS AND WATERCOURSES AGENCY
MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING
TUESDAY, February 2, 2010

A Regular Meeting of the Enfield Inland Wetlands and Watercourses
Agency was held on Tuesday, February 2, 2010 in the Enfield Room,
Enfield Town Hall, 820 Enfield Street, Enfield, Connecticut.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Douglas Maxellon, Chairman
Maryann Abar, Alternate (seated)
Joseph Albert
Karen Camidge
Brian Peruta
Robie Staples
Patrick Szczesiul, Alternate (seated)

MEMBERS ABSENT: Robert Lemay
Jo-Marie Nelson

ALSO PRESENT: Katie Bednaz, Wetlands Agent
Susan Berube, Recording Secretary

REGULAR MEETING
1. Call to Order: The meeting was called to order by Chairman Douglas
Maxellon at 7:00 p.m.

2. Roll Call: Present were: Chairman Maxellon and Agents Abar, Albert,
Camidge, Peruta, Staples and Szczesiul. Also present were: Katie Bednaz,
Wetlands Agent and Susan Berube, Recording Secretary.

Agent Abar was formally welcomed to the IWWA by Chairman Maxellon.

Agents Abar and Szczesiul were seated by Chairman Maxellon as full voting
members for this meeting.

3. Pledge of Allegiance: The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.
4, Executive Session
(Matters regarding specific employees, pending litigation, acquisition of real

estate and / or matters exempt from disclosure requirements): None.

5. Public Hearing
a. IW-533 - Town of Enfield - is requesting a permit to reconstruct Post
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Office Road and Town Farm Road beginning on Post Office Road, 175-feet
east of Raffia Road and ending on Town Farm Road, 150-feet east of Abbe
Road within the regulated area (Map 86 Lots:169, 155, 293, 291, 158, 150,
167; Map 71, Lots: 1, 25, 27; Map 68, Lots: 161, 164, 153, 151, 152, 197).
Submitted 11/23/09, received 12/01/09, PPE 12/15/09, MPHCD 1/15/10,
EMPHCD 2/2/10: Mr. Piya Hawkes, Director of Public Works and Mr. Jeff
Lemay, consultant for the Town, represented the applicant.

Mr. Lemay provided additional information regarding the Agency’s concerns
over the proposed concrete washout. He stated that the applicant worked
with Ms, Bednaz to come up with an acceptable method to deal with it. This
has been added to the plans and will require that the contractor build the
unit in the staging area.

The guide rail placement has been modified to deal with the cleanout access
at the bridge. The plans have been changed accordingly and meet D.O.T.
requirements.

Mr. Lemay stated that a new, full set of updated plans are now on file.

Ms. Bednaz noted that proposed condition #4 has been clarified and all plan
dates were added to the revised proposed conditions of approval.

Agent Albert requested an emall regarding the concrete washout update. Ms.
Bednaz provided the page of the plans showing the detail on the concrete
washout area.

Agent Staples stated that he walked the roadway and noted that currently
the area does not have curbing. He asked if curbing will be installed as part
of the project.

Mr. Lemay stated that curbing will be added in numerous areas to correct
existing erosion problems. Some restrictions on curbing are based on D.E.P.
comments, mostly on flat areas of the road.

Chairman Maxellon had asked about maintenance plans for the catch basins
at a previous meeting.

Ms. Bednaz replied that the maintenance plan was included in a previous
meeting packet.

At this time, the hearing was opened for public comment. No one in the
audience came forward to speak for or against this project.

Ms. Bednaz stated that the plans are very large. She gave Agency members
a choice of receiving a full set at this time or after approval by PZC.

1t was the consensus of the Agency members to wait for a set of plans that



'Enfield Inland Wetlands & Watercourses February 2, 2010 Page 3 of 9
Regular Meeting Minutes

have been approved by the PZC.

Ms. Bednaz added that the most recently updated plans will be available on
the FTP website.

A motion was made by Agent Staptes and seconded by Agent Albert at 7:15
p.m. to close the public hearing on IW 533, Vote was 6-0-1(Abar). 19. A
motion was made by Agent Camidge and seconded by Agent Staples to
approve the application for IW 533 with the 18 standard conditions, in
addition to those numbered 19 through 21:

19. The project shall be assigned a qualified erosion control monitor to
conduct inspections of erosion control items for the duration of active
construction. Said inspector shall be a Certified Professional in Erosion and
Sediment Control (CPESC) or demonstrate equivalent experience. Inspections
shall be conducted weekly during active construction and every three weeks
when construction is inactive and soil remaln exposed. Inspections shall be
completed after each rain event of greater than 0.5” as determined by NOAA
nearest rainfall gauge or every week, which ever comes first. The reports
shall be submitted before the close of the workday each Monday, unless
there is a holiday, when reports would be submitted the following workday.
The content and presentation of the weekly reports shall be reviewed and
approved by the IWWA Agent prior to the start of any construction activities.

20. No vehicles or fluid filled materials (including sani-cans, hydraulic
equipment, etc.) shall be stored within 50 feet of wetlands or watercourses.

21. Concrete washout (including washing off chutes) shall be conducted
within the contractor’s staging area using the detail “*Concrete Washout
Basin” shown on drawing No. MDS-2, and any additional methods or devices
which will ensure that the material is properly contained and that it is not
allowed to seep into the soil. This material shall be properly disposed of off
site.

Reason for approval was that the project will not have an adverse impact on
inland wetlands and watercourses. Vote was 6-0-1 (Abar).

b. (Cont.to 2/16/10) IW-534- Enfield Properties - is requesting a
permit to construct two office buildings and five residential apartment
buildings on vacant lots and 153 South Road (Map 55, Lots 80, 93 & 99),
within the regulated area. Submitted 12/15/09, received 12/15/09, PPE
12/29/09, MPHCD 2/23/10. This application was continued to the meeting
of 02/16/10.

6. Call to Order of Regular Meeting: The regular meeting was called to
order by Chairman Maxellon at 7:16 p.m.

7. Public Participation - Issues of concern not on the agenda: None,
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8. Correspondence

a. CAWS - Annual Meeting Invitation - "Wetlands: Impaired to Pristine" Ms.
Bednaz reminded Agency members to inform her as soon as possible if
anyone wishes to attend the annual meeting so that a reservation can be
made.

Ms. Bednaz also noted receipt of the Fall, 2009 issue of “The Habitat” and
recommended that members the article on page 1 “Mapping Groundwater
Recharge for Land Use Planning and Storm Water Management”. She feels it
would be useful to include this type of information in the Town’s POCD (Plan
of Conservation and Development) to help determine where and where not to
concentrate on development in town.

9. Commissioner's Correspondence:
a. Site Visit Updates: Agent Camidge reported that she visited Petsmart and
5 Guys Restaurant recently and found minor issues at both places.

Behind the Petsmart building on Hazard Avenue, silt fence and hay bales
were still in place but part of the fence, approximately 5’ in length, had been
knocked down. Also, some plastic sheeting was observed to be lying in the
area of the wetlands.

At the 5 Guys site on Elm Street, 2 sections of silt fence located along the
Asnuntuck College side have collapsed.

Ms. Bednaz took note of these and stated that she will contact the
representatives of these properties.

Agent Albert stated that he would like to be kept informed via “cc” on any
emails sent to Ms. Bednaz from Agency members.

Ms. Bednaz reminded members that this is acceptable as long as the email is
in regards to an approved application. Members should not email each other
regarding active applications.

Agent Staples asked if the Nitch property project is now complete.

Ms. Bednaz explained that the erosion and sediment controls are still in
place. More grass needs to grow and become established. Once that is
accomplished, the controls can be removed. The construction portion is
complete; the site will need to be checked again in the spring.

Agents Peruta and Szczesiul volunteered to check on the Post Office Road
project as it progresses.

Chairman Maxellon stated that the issue of Agency member identification
cards is now in the hands of the Palice Chief. Members still needing cards
should hear from the police department soon.
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Agent Camidge stated that she left a message for the shirt company but has
not heard anything to date.

10, Approval of Minutes -January 14, 2010 & January 19, 2010: A
motion was made by Agent Camidge and seconded by Agent Szczesiul to
approve the minutes of the special meeting of January 14, 2010 as
presented. Vote was 4-0-3(Peruta, Abar and Albert).

Agent Peruta asked for verification that he had requested information on
mitigation for the Post Office Road project and alsc that Mr. Hawkes had
indeed stated that permits did not need to be in place by March 2, 2010.

A motion was made by Agent Peruta and seconded by Agent Camidge to
table the vote on the minutes of the meeting of January 19, 2010 to the
Agency’s next meeting on February 16, 2010. Vote was 6-0-1(Staples).

11. Wetlands Agent Report: A brief verbal report was provided by Ms.
Bednaz. She stated that the Planning Office now has an additional staff
member, hopefully allowing Ms. Bednaz more time to take care of IWWA
issues and field work.

Ms. Bednaz also stated that she visited the Meadowlark site and noted that
there is a lot of water leaking out of the slope. A full-size drainage structure
is being utilized to catch the water.

Ms. Bednaz also noted that Agent Lemay sent an email stating that the
Enfield Medical Center site still looks good, as of the time of his recent visit.

Ms. Bednaz announced that a Farming and Wetlands Forum will be held on
March 4, 2010 in South Windsor. Further information on this will be included
in the Agency members’ next meeting packets.

Regarding meeting packets, Ms. Bednaz asked if the paper divider sheets in
the packets are necessary. While Chairman Maxellon and Agent Staples
prefer that they remain in the packets, the rest of the members did not feel
that the dividers are necessary; for now, they will be removed.

Chairman Maxellon asked when the IWWA will have the opportunity to review
the Plan of Conservation and Development, before the public hearing.

Agent Peruta stated that he did not believe that the IWWA will have an
opportunity to review the document.

Ms. Bednaz stated that she will try to get further information on this.
12. Old Business: None.

13. New Business
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a. IW -453.05 - Town of Enfield - Requesting modification to permit IW-
453,04 to install rip-rap in defined locations. Project located within channel
easement between Meadowlark Road to Yale Drive, Submitted 01/11/10,
received 01/19/10, PPE 02/02/10, MAD 3/25/10. Ms. Bednaz explained
that Mr. Bord would not be present at this evening’s meeting. The Agency
did not seem to have any questions at the last meeting.

In response to a question by Ms, Bednaz, Chairman Maxellon stated that he
did not fell it necessary to amend the proposed standard conditions of
approval regarding the removal of materials.

A motion was made by Agent Peruta and seconded by Agent Camidge to
approve IW 453.05 with the standard 17 conditions in addition to the
following, numbered 18-27:

18. Permanent seeding of disturbed areas shall be achieved using a #2 seed
mix on the channel banks and a #1 seed mix on disturbed lawn areas, as
referenced in the 2002 Connecticut Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment
Control. Erosion control hay blankets shall be installed over all disturbed
areas where seed mix #2 is specified. Blankets shall be placed starting
downstream and working up so the blankets overlap faces downstream.
Blankets shall be secured using appropriate methods;

19. Channe! width is to be revised to 15 feet vs.20 feet. Additional rip rap is
to be installed on the northern side of the channel at the bend near #63 Yale
Drive to provide additional bank stabilization;

20. Limits of the 100 year floodplain shall be shown on plans along with
appropriate construction sequencing notes;

21. Reference to and use of fertilizers is to be eliminated from the plans;

22. The Town shall notify all abutting property owners of the 10 foot riparian
management area (or other acceptable management practice) that is to be
left to grow in its natural state and mowed once yearly to aid in buffering this
watercourse from abutting residential impacts to the watercourse. The
purpose and goal of this area is to provide an additional level of protection to
the watercourse and abutting residential properties from subsequent erosion
and sedimentation that may occur from time to time when this watercourse
periodically floods. Educational materials will be provided to residents as
part of this notification as well;

23. All required easements shall be in place prior to commencement of
construction activity. If modifications in or within 100 feet of wetlands and
watercourses are required as a result of easement negotiations or
construction laydown areas, the applicant will need to come back to the
Agency for a permit modification;
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24, In-stream construction activities shall take place only during low flow
conditions (June 1 through September 30) to minimize excessive erosion and
sedimentation as a result of excessive runoff and heavily saturated soils;

25. Fences removed during this or previous work to be replaced or re-
installed so that they serve their purpose.

26. Trees that are not going to be removed, and are near the area of work
that may be damaged by the heavy equipment, shall be armored as
recommended in the 2002 CT Guidelines for Soil Erosion Control and
Sediment Control {(5.1.11).

27. To apply to the area between Broadleaf Lane and Meadowlark Drive to
allow work to continue beyond the specified stop date of September 30 (for
the Broadleaf to Yale section) and only in low flow periods. Work in this area
will cease and the area stabilized prior to a significant rain event. The
remainder of the work area will be completed only during times specified in
the original conditions of approval.

Reason for approval was that the project will not have an adverse impact on
inland wetlands and watercourses. Vote was 6-0-1(Abar).

b. XIW-10-01- Town of Enfield - is requesting a permit to replace a
drainage pipe within an existing drainage easement to improve the drainage
configuration on a portion of Parker Street (Map 37, Lots 4, 5 & 17) within
the regulated area. Submitted 01/13/10, received 01/19/10, PPE 02/02/10,
MAD 3/25/10. Chairman Maxellon read into the record a letter from the
applicant withdrawing the application due to a modified design allowing all
work to be done outside of the regulated area.

Ms. Bednaz briefly explained that a lot of the erosion both up and down the
stream is located on private property. The decision was made to put this on
the list of private property issues to possibly be taken care of at a later date,
after projects on town owned property are taken care of.

A motion was made by Agent Camidge and seconded by Agent Szczesiul to
accept the applicant’s request to withdraw this application. Vote was 7-0-0.

14. New Applications to be Received

a. IW-535 - T.P. Rentals, LLC - is requesting an amendment to the Town
of Enfield Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Map for the property located on
the south side of Hazard Avenue, immediately east of 150 Hazard Avenue
(Map 74, Lot 118). Submitted 1/19/10, received 02/02/10, PPE 02/16/10,
MAD 4/8/10. Ms. Bednaz stated that the applicant is not present this
evening. She explained that map change requests, like regulation changes,
require a public hearing. The applicant wants to make sure that the wetland
line is correct and approved prior to any plans being made for development
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of the site,

She went on to state that this will be a significant change to the current map
delineation.

The applicant has requested a public hearing for the meeting of February 16,
2010. Ms. Bednaz suggested that the regulations should sate that no map
change public hearings should be held in winter since changes should not be
made in the winter, due to the inability to properly determine wetland
boundaries.

She stated that she will visit the site this week to try to determine if she can
get enough information from a site walk to see if she agrees with the
applicant’s soil scientist’s delineations. She suggested that the public hearing
be held at the Agency’s March 16, 2010 meeting.

A motion was made by Agent Camidge and seconded by Agent Peruta to
accept application IW 535 and, as required by IWWA regulations, schedule a
public hearing for the meeting of March 16, 2010.

Ms. Bednaz explained that the soils determine wetland boundaries but that is
difficult to determine when the ground is frozen.

The IWWA regulations allow waiting until March to schedule the public
hearing.

After discussion, Agent Camidge rescinded her motion and Agent Peruta
rescinded his second to the motion. The application was received. A public
hearing will be scheduled at a later date.

b. Applications to be received after Town deadline for Agenda: None.

15. Other Business

a. IWWA Fines Ordinance

b. IWWA Fee Schedule

c. IWWA Regulation Revisions: Members tentatively scheduled a special
meeting for February 25, 2010 at 7:00 p.m. to discuss items 15a through c.

Agent Albert stated that he would like to see item “b - IWWA Fee Schedule”
removed from the agenda. He feels that fees should not be increased at this
time.

Agent Camidge stated that she feels that the item should still be discussed.
Taxpayers should not have to bear the burden of the cost of applications.
Agent Szczesiul agreed, as did Agent Peruta.

A motion was made by Agent Albert and seconded by Agent Staples to
remove agenda item 15b “IWWA Fee Schedule” from the agenda. Vote was
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2{Albert, Staples)-5-0. Motion failed.

Ms. Bednaz noted that the fee schedule is embedded in the regulations. This
item could be removed from the agenda but could still be discussed as part
of the regulation revisions.

Chairman Maxellon stated that the item should be left on the agenda until it
Is discussed by the Agency.

A motion was made by Agent Camidge and seconded by Agent Peruta to
table agenda items 15a, b, & ¢ to the meeting of February 16, 2010. Vote
was 6-1(Albert})-0.

d. Next regular meeting is Tuesday, February 16, 2010 at 7:30PM in
the Enfield Room.

16, Adjourn: A motion was made by Agent Szczesiul and seconded by
Agent Camidge to adjourn the meeting at 8:15 p.m. Vote was 7-0-0.

Respectfully Submitted,

Jo-Marie Nelson, Secretary
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Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Meeting
INLAND WETLANDS AND WATERCOURSES AGENCY
MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING
TUESDAY, Marchl16, 2010

A Regular Meeting of the Enfield Inland Wetlands and Watercourses
Agency was held on Tuesday, March 16, 2010 in the Council
Chambers, Enfield Town Hall, 820 Enfield Street, Enfield, Connecticut,

MEMBERS PRESENT: Douglas Maxellon, Chairman
Karen Camidge
Maryann Abar, Alternate
Joseph Albert
Robert Lemay
Jo-Marie Nelson
Brian Peruta
Robie Staples
Patrick Szczesiul, Alternate

ABSENT: Katie Bednaz, Wetlands Agent

ALSO PRESENT: Jose Giner, Town Planner
Susan Berube, Recording Secretary

REGULAR MEETING

1. Call to Order: The meeting was called to order by Chairman Douglas
Maxellon at 7:00 p.m.

2. Roll Call: Present were: Chairman Maxellon and Agents Abar, Albert,
Camidge, Lemay, Nelson, Peruta, Staples, and Szczesiul. Also present were
Jose Giner, Town Planner and Susan Berube, Recording Secretary.

3. Pledge of Allegiance: The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.
4, Executive Session

(Matters regarding specific employees, pending litigation, acquisition of real
estate and / or matters exempt from disclosure requirements): None.

5. Public Hearing

a. IW-534- Enfield Properties - is requesting a permit to construct two
office buildings and five residential apartment buildings 153 South Road and
adjacent lots (Map 55, Lots 80, 93 & 99), within the regulated area.
Submitted 12/15/09, received 12/15/09, PPE 12/29/09, MPHCD 2/23/10,
EMPHCD 3/16/10. Agent Staples recused himself from discussion of this
application and teft the room.
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Dave Ziaks, P.E. and Frank Troiano represented the applicant.

Mr. Ziaks stated that he reviewed the proposed conditions of approval with
the owner, who has no issue with what is proposed.

Mr. Giner reviewed the email from Mr. Cabibbo dated March 10, 2010. All
issues have been addressed.

With regards to the invasive species and requirement of mowing every 2
years, Mr. Ziaks explained that he spoke with Mr. Logan regarding this and
Condition #29 addressed these issues. The applicant will work with staff on
the details.

Agent Nelson stated that she feels that proposed condition #24 is
contradictory. It mentions both bi-weekly and weekly inspections and should
be corrected to bi-weekly. She added that she will send a memo to Ms.
Bednaz on this.

Agent Nelson also requested a copy of the memo referred to in condition #29
from the IWWA to PZC.

Mr. Giner stated that he would provide a copy to Agency members.

Agent Camidge noted that the permit number is incorrect in several places
and need to be corrected to reflect IW #534.

Also, condition #21 may need a correction of a name. Should Ronal end in a
\\dﬂ'?

Agent Camidge also asked about the proposed drainage easement. Is it in
favor of the town or the applicant and who is responsible for cleaning it?

Mr. Ziaks responded that the easement is for the drain that will be installed
on the property next door, as previously agreed. The easement will allow the
Enfield Properties owner to clean the drain. He will ask Ms. Bednaz to clarify
this in the condition.

Agent Camidge asked about the snow stockpile signage change.

Mr. Ziaks explained that he spoke with Ms. Bednaz on this matter. He feels
that the applicant’s plan is preferable; signs will show where the snow is to
be stockpiled, instead of where it is not to be put.

with regards to a question on actual square footage of wetland disturbance,
Mr. Ziaks stated that the exact number will be submitted when his report
goes to the D.E.P.

With regards to rain gardens, in Ms. Bednaz's memo dated March 11, 2010,
Mr. Ziaks stated that instead of rain gardens, the applicant has chosen to use
large water quality basins which will accomplish the same goal.

Also, Mr. Ziaks stated that item number 8 of the memo is addressed in
proposed condition #28.

Agent Camidge thanked the applicant for speaking with the nearby property
owners and addressing their concerns,
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Agent Albert noted that he had not yet opened his email so he was not
familiar with the draft conditions of approval and therefore could not
comment on them.

Agent Peruta requested that the open issues of Ms. Bednaz’s memo be
addressed with a new memo issued for the file.

He also noted that he, too, has not seen the proposed conditions of approval
yet, but added that he loves the mitigation plans.

Agent Peruta asked for an explanation of the note on LS-1 that states that a
fence “may” be installed.

Mr. Ziaks explained that the applicant has added additional buffer plantings
to the plans. Until the plants are installed, however, the neighbors are
unsure if they want a fence. The area is within the upland review area so the
fence was put in the plans just in case it is used. Itis addressed in proposed
condition #22.

Agent Peruta asked about the note on LS-4 regarding the mitigation plan
coming back to the Town for approval. He asked if this shouid not come
back to the IWWA instead.

Mr. Ziaks stated that this is addressed In proposed condition #24.

Agent Peruta asked, also regarding LS-4, about the potential for reduction of
mitigation area, but no more than 10%.

Mr. Ziaks explained that there may be something out in the field that would
be of more value to keep and work around, such as a tree. The mitigation
area could be reshaped to have a better fitting contour. The decision will be
made by the applicant’s wetland expert and Town staff.

Agent Peruta asked for additional protection, perhaps hay bales, on GR-1.
The proximity of the building to the wetlands is very close, only 25 to 30/
distance between them.

Mr. Ziaks stated that he will double up on the protection by silt fence with
hay bales and this can be worked out between the applicant and staff.

Agent Peruta requested that this be done anywhere where it’s close.

Agent Camidge noted that this is addressed in proposed condition #13;
would Agent Peruta still want extra protection.

Agent Peruta replied that he would like extra protection anywhere that the
buildings or disturbance is close to the wetlands.

Agent Peruta pointed out that the plans showing the wetlands with arrows
are in error.

Mr. Ziaks stated that this has already been taken care of.

Agent Peruta stated that with regard to having the applicant’s expert being
the one doing inspections, he feels it is a conflict of interest and would like a
more fool-proof way for inspections to be done. It had been noted in the
minutes of the last meeting that it had been recommended that Ms. Bednaz
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get out more to make inspections, however, the Town may not have a
wetlands agent in the future.

Agent Peruta read proposed condition #25, provided by Agent Camidge. He
was in agreement with the proposed condition.

Chairman Maxellon asked if the discrepancy noted in the memo of 3/11/10,
item #7, has been addressed.

Mr. Ziaks responded that it has.

Chairman Maxellon asked if item #13 of the same memo is addressed as
proposed condition #21.

Mr. Ziaks responded that it is and the applicant will work together with staff
to make sure that it comes out the right way.

Mr. Giner noted that the items in Ms. Bednaz’s memo of 3/11/10 were all of
her concerns.

At this time, the hearing was opened for public comment. No one in the
audience came forward to speak for or against this application.

A motion was made at 7:28 p.m. by Agent Camidge to close the public
hearing on IW 534 Seconded by Agent Nelson. Vote was 5-0-1{Albert}.

b. IW-535 - T.P. Rentals, LLC - is requesting an amendment to the Town
of Enfield Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Map for the property located on
the south side of Hazard Avenue, immediately east of 150 Hazard Avenue
(Map 74, Lot 118). Submitted 1/19/10, received 02/02/10, PPE 02/16/10,
MAD 4/8/10, MPHCD 4/6/2010. The applicant was represented by Edward
Lally and Thomas Pietras, soil scientist.

The site is located on the south side of Hazard Avenue, between #150 and
#170. It is open land, almost all within the upland review area.

Agent Staples returned to the meeting at this time.

The wetlands include an excavated ditch with wetland soils and an
intermittent stream and another wetland area.

Ms. Bednaz had stated to the applicant that she was in agreement with the
soil scientist’s wetland boundaries.

The boundary survey has been done and the wetlands have been flagged.

Mr. Pietras stated that he delineated the wetlands on 12/31/08. Itis a fairly
level site, an old agricultural field. It includes red cedar, autumn ollve and
scrub brush.

The ditch used for farming drains to Hazard Avenue.

Mr. Giner noted that the applicant submitted the receipts of certified mail
notifications to abutters.
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He added that Ms. Bednaz indicated to him that she had no issues on this
application and if the Agency members agree, the hearing can be ciosed and
voted on.

Agent Camidge asked if there is an existing map showing the previous
delineation.

Mr. Lally stated that the only mapping available was a town wide project
done many years ago and was not site specific.

Mr. Pietras added that it was the Hartford County Soil Survey map from the
1950’s. It was a low intensity delineation.

Agent Peruta asked if this was an agricultural area before.

Mr. Pietras replied that the wetlands are more or less ditches that were cut
in. The agricultural use was abandoned approximately 30 or more years ago.

At this time, the hearing was opened for public comment. No cne in the
audience came forward to speak for or against the application.

A motion was made by Agent Nelson at 7:37 p.m. to close the public hearing
on IW 535, Seconded by Agent Lemay. Vote was 7-0-0.

6. Call to Order of Regular Meeting: The regular meeting was called to
order by Chairman Maxellon at 7:38 p.m.

Present were: Chairman Maxellon and Agents Abar, Albert, Camidge, Lemay,
Nelson, Peruta, Staples, and Szczesiul. Also present were Jose Giner, Town
Planner and Susan Berube, Recording Secretary.

7. Public Participation - Issues of concern not on the agenda: None.
Correspondence

Flame-Weeding for Invasive Shrub Control Workshop

CAWS Vernal Pool Monitoring Program Handouts

ACOE Section 404(f) Farming Exemption Criteria Clarification Handout

. US Army Corps of Engineers - Presentation to Municipal Inland Wetland
Staff Members, February 26, 2010

e. ACOE Category I Eligibility Determination Form

f. Date change of Public Information Meeting for POCD to March 30, 2010.
Mr. Giner provided Agency members with copies of the summary of POCD.
He noted that the entire plan is over 300 pages. The first 58 pages are the
“meat” of the plan. Agency members, as well as the public can make
comments and ask questions at the meeting. The Plan is valid for 10 years,
although it can be updated as needed throughout the 10 year period.

a0 U o o

9. Commissioner's Correspondence
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a. Site Visit Updates: Agent Lemay reported that the Enfield Medical
Partners building project is still moving along. Ms. Bednaz visited the site a
few weeks ago and found only minor issues.

Agent Camidge noted that the silt fence is still down at Petsmart. The hay
bales are o.k. but the gaps in the fencing have not been fixed as promised.

She also reported that the proposed logo for the shirts for Agency members
have been emailed to all members. The logo was approved by general
consensus of the members. Shirts can be ordered by members.

Agent Albert reported that he recently visited the Butler property. The hay
bales are still in place. He noted, however, that the cul de sac at the end of
Sharp Street is eroding. People are still riding dirt bikes in the area, causing
escarpment soils to erode. A guard rail or fence similar to that found on
Town Farm Road needs to be installed.

Mr. Giner took note of this and will have Ms. Bednaz provide an update on
this at the Agency’s next meeting. Mr. Hawkes, present in the audience, also
took note.

Chairman Maxellon stated that the appointments for badge photos are to be
scheduled through Ms. Bednaz.

Mr. Giner added that a few new members of the PZC also need badges. He
is of the belief that the equipment used for the badges is not owned by the
Town and needs to be borrowed.

After brief discussion of who actually owns the equipment and the length of
time this process is taking, Mr. Giner stated that he would ask Ms. Bednaz to
provide an update to the Agency at their next meeting. Agent Albert
requested that the appointments be made at night or on a Saturday.

Agent Peruta reported that the Simon Road project will not be starting any
time soon, if at all.

He also asked about a list that had previously been provided to the Agency
members. The list consisted of erosion problem spots in town.

He asked if the list is progressing at all and where on the list is the area
between Shannon and Kelly Streets, which is eroding to the Scantic River.
He requested an update on this and the list as a whole.

Agent Staples asked for an update on the Nitch property.

Chairman Maxellon stated that Ms. Bednaz visited the site recently, She also
will be following up on the courthouse property by notifying the D.E.P.

10. Approval of Minutes -January 19, 2010, February 2, 2010 & March 2,
2010: A motion was made by Agent Peruta and seconded by Agent Camidge
to approve the minutes of the meeting of 01/19/10 as amended. Vote was
6-0-1(Staples).
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A motion was made by Agent Nelson and seconded by Agent Albert to tabie
the vote on the minutes of the meeting of 02/02/10. Vote was 7-0-0.

A motion was made by Agent Camidge and seconded by Agent Nelson to
approve the minutes of the meeting of 03/02/10 with the following
amendment: page 3, 6" paragraph, 2" sentence, before “It", add: “At
Chairman Maxellon’s direction,”. Vote was 5-0-2(Camidge, Peruta).

11, Wetlands Agent Report: None.
12, Old Business

a. IW-534- Enfield Properties - is requesting a permit to
construct two office buildings and five residential apartment buildings 153
South Road and adjacent lots (Map 55, Lots 80, 93 & 99), within the
regulated area. Submitted 12/15/09, received 12/15/09, PPE 12/29/09,
MPHCD 2/23/10, EMPHCD 3/16/10. Chairman Maxellon expressed his
concern of approving this application without cleaning up “loose ends”.

Agents Albert and Peruta have not had the opportunity to read the proposed
conditions of approval yet, He would prefer to wait until the Agency’s next
meeting to vote on this application.

Mr. Ziaks and Mr. Troiano stated that they understand and will apply to the
PZC to begin that approval process in the meantime.

b. IW-535 - T.P. Rentals, LLC - is requesting an amendment to the
Town of Enfield Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Map for the property
located on the south side of Hazard Avenue, immediately east of 150 Hazard
Avenue (Map 74, Lot 118). Submitted 1/19/10, received 02/02/10, PPE
02/16/10, MAD 4/8/10, MPHCD 4/6/2010. A motion was made by Agent
Camidge and seconded by Agent Nelson to approve IW 535 with the
conditions numbered 1 through 16 as noted in Ms. Bednaz’s draft memo
dated 03/17/10. Vote was 7-0-0.

13. New Business

a. IW-536 - Richard Lanagan - is requesting a permit to clear trees and
install a shed on 201 State Street (Map 35, Lot 248) within the regulated
area, Clearing activities have already been conducted. Submitted 2/22/10,
received 3/02/10, PPE 3/16/10, MAD 4/6/10. The applicant was not
present,

Mr. Giner distributed the proposed plant list provided by the homeowner.
Signage has been erected along the conservation easement line.

Agent Nelson expressed her confusion of the two proposed special conditions
of approval.

Mr. Giner noted that condition #15 references the plant list and he feels that
number 16 is unnecessary because the original permit {s now amended by
IW 536.
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A motion was made by Agent Nelson and seconded by Agent Staples to
approve IW 536 with the standard 14 conditions and #15 the
conservation easement shall be re-planted with the plants on the
plant list by Debbie Lanagan dated 03/10/10. Vote was 5-0-
2{Camidge and Peruta).

14. New Applications to be Received

a. XIW-01-02 - Town of Enfield Public Works - is requesting a permit
to reconstruct and enlarge the South Maple Street Bridge over the Scantic
River (Map 84, Lots 6, 7, 12, 14 and 21). Submitted March 3, 2010, received
3/16/10, PPE 3/30/10, MAD 5/20/10. Mr. Piya Hawkes, Enfield Public
Works Director and Jeff Scala briefly explained the proposed project.

Mr. Hawkes stated that the applicant is proposing to replace the South Maple
Street bridge that was built in 1925 and has alternating 1-way traffic. Last
year the D.O.T. reduced the load rating from 10 to 8 tons.

Federal Funds have been earmarked for this project.
Wetlands have been delineated by a certified soil scientist.

The old bridge has a 62 span; the new one will be 84’ and will meet the
Army Corps of Engineers’ requirements as well as D.O.T. and flood
management requirements.

Wetland impacts will be temporary, taking place during the construction of
the project.

Temporary coffer dams will be built to construct the new bridge footings.
De-watering will be done,

Standard Best Management Practices will be used.

Silt fence will be utilized and grassed slopes will be installed.

Some drainage structures on South Maple Street will be replaced; all will
have deep sumps.

Outlets located at the wetlands will have pre-shaped scour holes.
Nine trees will be replaced.
There will be some road widening and sidewalks installed.

The project will be of very short duration and as much as possible will be
pre-formed, to speed installation and lessen impact.

There will be a temporary impact to 533 square feet of wetlands and 28,954
square feet impact in the upland review area, including the road and bridge.
Total disturbance, including the bridge and road is approximately % acre.

The applicant also proposes to build a new paved parking are for the D.E.P.
at Powder Hollow Park.
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Sand bag type dykes are expected to be used to hold back the river but the
contractor has the option to use other methods.

Mr. Giner noted that the Agency wili need to determine whether or not a
public hearing should be held on this application.

Chairman Maxellon noted that the construction staging and concrete washout
areas need to be shown on the plans.

Mr. Scala stated that there usually isn't a washout area allowed on D.O.T.
jobs. The staging area will be the paved parking lot.

Chairman Maxellon asked the size of the intermediary rip rap.

Mr. Scala stated that it is 18”. The applicant plans to cover the rip rap with
natural bed material.

The project is slated to start in early July, 2010. This will allow time to
isolate the work zone from the river and be out of the water by the end of
September, 2010 and have the job completed before the new year.

Chairman Maxellon asked if the erosion taking place on the south side will be
addressed in the plans.

Mr. Scala stated that the area is located outside the charge of the project and
is on private property.

He added that new catch basins will help in catching the sediment caused by
the erosion.

Agent Peruta asked when final approval is required.

Mr. Scala stated that approval needs to be obtained from the IWWA, Army
Corps of Engineers and all others by June at the latest. To have IWWA
approval by the second meeting in May would be very helpful.

Chairman Maxellon asked Mr. Giner to make sure that the full set of plans for
this project are put on the FTP site.

A motion was made by Agent Camidge and seconded by Agent Nelson to hold
a public hearing on this application due to potential for significant public
interest. Vote was 7-0-0.

b. Applications to be received after Town deadline for Agenda: None.
15. Other Business

a. IWWA Fines Ordinance

b. IWWA Fee Schedule

c. IWWA Regulation Revisions: It was the consensus of the Agency
members to tentatively schedule a special meeting to continue the review of
the IWWA regulations on Wednesday, March 24, 2010 at 7:00 p.m.

A motion was made by Agent Nelson and seconded by Agent Camidge to
table discussion on Agenda item 15a, b, & C. Vote was 7-0-0.
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d. Next regular meeting is Tuesday, April 6, 2010 at 7:00PM in the
Council Chambers.

16. Adjourn: A motion was made by Agent Camidge and seconded by
Agent Lemay to adjourn the meeting at 8:36 p.m. Vote was 7-0-0.

Respectfully Submitted,

Jo-Marie Nelson, Secretary



WETLANDS AGENT REPORT



820 Enfield Street, Enfield, CT 06082
Phone: (860) 253-6355 Fax: (860) 253-4729
www.enfield-ct.gov

-Planning Department

To: Enfield Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Agency

From: Katie Bednaz, Assistant Town Planner/Wetlands Agent
Date: March 31, 2010

Re:Wetlands Agent Report

Site Visits

33 Betty Road - Inspected water levels and observed that they were lower than
observed. It appeared that the beaver dam had been altered as it had in the past.

Enfield Medical Partners - Visited a couple of times. Original site visit observed a
breach in the erosion controls as well as a sediment build up along the controls on the
Middle Road side. Subsequent site visit observed that the breach had been repaired
and a portion of the sediment build up had been removed. Additional work still needs
to be done to restore the capacity to the erosion controls.

Five Guys Burgers & Fries — Silt fence just behind building on Asnuntuck College
side was In need of repair. During a subsequent site visit it was observed that all
controls were repaired and functioning as designed.

Petsmart - Silt fence remains down, but hay bales are maintaining the controls in
that area. Contractor stated that silt fence would be repaired when the remaining site
work was to be completed and crews mobilized.

State of CT Judicial Branch at 111 Phoenix Ave - Inspected site for potential
IWWR violation per Agent concern. It appears that the sand that is located adjacent
to the stormwater swale is due to plowing activities. While pushing the snow and
associated sand into or adjacent to the swale is not the preferred practice, it does not
appear to be a violation. It is recommended that an informational letter be sent to the
responsible parties detailing the concerns so that they are aware for next winters
plowing season.

169 Cottage Road - Buildiing construction is active and construction materials are
being stored outside of building. No materials appeared to be mobile at the time of
inspection. Site appeared to be In stabile condition.

54 West Shore Drive - The majority of the house appears to be constructed and
exposed soil are stabilized.



Wettand Agent Report
March 31, 2010

895 Enfield Street - Observed dewatering activities at site as a result of excavation
activities. Work is located outside of the regulated area. Water was being discharged
to catch basin that discharges to Freshwater Brook prior to being filtered. Requested
that contractor filter discharge water prior to it discharging to the catch basin. No
issues observed since inspection.

Meadowlark Road Channel - Inspected recent work area and observed one section
of the silt fence to be slumping. Relayed message to the Engineering Department
who informed contractor. Subsequent inspection observed silt fence was repaired. No
soil migration was observed during either site inspection.

7 Campsite St - Visited residence in response to call from homeowner who is
concerned about the escarpment slope adiacent to his house “slipping”.
Recommended actions to aid in preserving and enforcing slope stability.

157 South Road - Met with owners consuitants, soil scientist and engineer, to
review wetland delineation boundaries as established by the owners soil scientist for
accuracy. The site is highly disturbed and the owners consultants wanted to make
sure the Town was comfortable with the wetland boundaries established before
embarking en a site design.

South Road Town Property - Map 55, lot 58. Reviewed site and approximated
boundary of wetlands to aid in property value assessment.

Agent Approval

AAA-078 - Carl Nelson Construction is requesting a permit to expand the building
footprint 4 feet to the west within the regulated area at 215 State Street (Map 35, lot
25). Approved with conditions.

Other Topics

Flame Weeding Workshop - Attended a work shop on using a propane flame to
control invasive species. Please see attached handout.

K:\Wetlands\Administrative\Agent's Reporti20100331 Agent Report.doc



FLAME-WEEDING FOR INVASIVE SHRUB CONTROL

TUESDAY, MARCH 30, 2010
TOLLAND COUNTY AGRICULTURAL CENTER

Hosted by
North Central Conservation Distriet,
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Present
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (CAES)
The Connecticut Agricultural Experiment Station

These results based on research partially sponsored by Aquarion Water Company, Connecticut
Chapter — The Nature Conservancy, Propane Education and Research Council, South Central
Connecticut Regional Water Authority, and Weed-It-Now Program — The Nature Conservancy with
additional assistance from Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection-Division of
Forestry, Towns of Mansfield and Greenwich, Norcross Wildlife Foundation, New England
Propane Gias Association of New England, Providence Water, and Lord’s Creek Farm.

Contacts
Jeff Ward — CAES  (203) 974-8495 or jelfrev,ward@npostate.clug
Scott Williams — CAES  (203) 974-8609 or scoit.williamsaet.goy
Tom Worthley — Uconn  (860) 345-4511 or themas.wve rihlevi@uconm edu
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Lyme disease incidence is high in many states where barberry is reported invasive: light blue —
states and provinces with barbetry (http:/plants.usda.gov); red — states where barberty reported
invasive (http://www.nps.gov); blue dots.— reported cases of Lyme disease in 2006
(hitp://www.cdc.gov). '

Barberry Control Workshop (March 30, 2010) 1



Japanese Barberry — The problem

Health

® Increased nitrification (may affect drinking water quality)

e Decreased litter layer (may affect drinking water quality)

® Increased tick populations (may increase exposure to Lyme discase)
Habitat

J Lower iree regeneration

® Lower herbaceous plant cover

® Increased earthworm densities

Infected ticks (nfac)
N .
(=]
(=]

[ ]
o
1

Barberry and Ticks

Controlling Japanese barberry reduces the
number of blacklegged (deer) ticks infected
with Borrelia burgdorferi, the causal agent of
Lyme disease. Thus, controlling barberry
may benefit human health by reducing a
major vector of the disease agents that cause
Lyme disease, human granulocytic
anaplasmosis, and human babesiosis.

Bense harberry Controlied barherry No barberry

Barberry Control Overview

Our work has found that a two-step process can confrol barberry.

2-Step Procedure

a-“’ 3

wigh L8 e
4 [ %j‘?

R A

Initial Step 1 — Kill Root reserves  Step 2 — Kill

healthy aboveground used to grow  much smaller
plant tissues with new shoots, plant with
prescribed lowers root heat or
fire, torch, or reserves herbicides
mechanically ‘
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Initial Treatments

e Initial treatments (prescribed burning, propane torch, mechanical mowing with a drum chopper,
or mechanical mowing with a brush saw) reduces the size of established barberry clumps and
causes some mortality of clumps less than 3-1t tall..

e All initial treatments were equally effect for reducing barberry cover. Brush saw treatment was
half the cost of using a drum chopper. Nevertheless, we recommend using medium or heavy
(bulldozer) equipment to cut or flatten corridors in barberry that is waist high or taller to increase
worker efficiency.

60% @
‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ Follow-up treatment
BOYp Frerrerremeanns A -\\ ........................................... - No followup @ Prescribed ﬁre
T AN -2 Propane- Effective (except dense clumps)
b LY200 DURUURPRIIY, - : 4 PO e icida  eeree- ivaly P
& 40% Treatment . Herbicide R.elam ely chea;') (2-0+ acres)
2 & site/personnel limited
"M‘r?
£ 80% qreerermmemeeeses M b S e g e {daa
g Follow-up 545 e % :
o ; ATAR - L H
5 20% Haesessnssnrnanarnsnrrrrean ¢ R as treatment ................
\ N e A7 i
FOUY o rererenrrmennnssnnesnrnsenrenenaeincins (SR USSR =
__ Propaneﬁ_éch
o R Effective (if < 3 ft fall)
3 0 3 6 g 12 18 18 Moderate cost
Months since 1st-stop treatment Limited by weather

The graph above shows barbetry cover in relationship to
timing of initial (April) and follow-up (July) treatments.
Initial treatment can be before or after leafout. Excellent )

‘ol of barberry can be achieved using either propane Expensive -
control o ; .Y g prop Needed if bavberry taller than 3 ft
torches or herbicides.

X
Drum chepper?
Needs follow-up

4
b

60% P
_ <
é; Brush saw -
g Effective (if < 3 £t tall)
o 0% Muoderate cost
g Must get all stems/chanps
£
S
£ 20%
o
E
=
[

0% -

<3t 341t 4-5 ft 5-6ft > 8 ft
Initial clump size (ft)

The graph above shows that without follow-up treatments, most barbeiry clumps larger than 3-ft
were still alive 16-months after initial treatment, Therefore, successful control of barberry
infestations requires a follow-up treatment. ‘
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Follow-up Treatments

o The second, follow-up steps (dirccted heating with a propane torch, application of herbicide
{triclopyr, glyphosate) treats the sprouts that develop after initial treaiments.

o As shown in the graph below, labor costs vary among treatment alternatives. Propane torches
provide an ‘organic’ alternative whete in parks, nature preserves, or forests where herbicide use
is restricted. Cost of propane torches is similar to herbicides where a volunteer labor pool is
available. Larger barberry clumps (> 3 feet) may require two or three follow-up propane

treatments. Where herbicide use is

permitted, initial treatment with -
50% barberry cover propane torches or brushsaws

- ‘ e reduces the amount of herbicide

that would be needed.

35

30 4

25 1

20 1

15.. ..............

Hoursfacre

10

5 - ST S S

0 T Ll T T
Propane Brushsaw Propane Herhicide

Initial treatment Follow-up treatment

Individual species and Directed heating with propane torches

The following are from our research and research by Peter Smallidge at Cornell University
(nis23@cornell.edy). Species with * are based on field observations, not scientific study.

Japanese barberry (Berberis thunbergii) — effective in CT

Japanese stiltgrass (Microstegium vimineum) — effective in CT

Burningbush (Fuonymus alatus) — effective after 2-yrs in CT

Multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora) — effective in CT in shade®, not in NY in sun
Bush honeysuckle (Lonicera spp.) —effective in NY, not in CT*

Autumn olive (Elaeagnus umbellata) — éffective control in NY

Tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima) — in CT, effective in shade but not sun*
American beech (Fagus grandifolia) -- moderately effective after 2-yrs in NY
Striped maple (Acer pensylvanicum) — marginally effective in NY

Buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica) - poorly effective in NY

Oriental Bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus) — not effective in CT*
Swallow-wort (Cynanchum spp.) — not effective in CT*

Japanese knotweed — probably not effective, but merits examination

Barberry Control Workshop (March 30, 2010) 4



NEW BUSINESS

I'W-534 — Enfield Properties



820 Enfield Street, Enfield, CT 06082
Phone: (860) 253-6355 Fax: (860) 2563-4729
www . enfield-ct.gov

To: Enfield Inland Wellands and Watercourses Agency

From: Katie Bednaz, Assistant Town Planner/Wetlands Agent
CC:

Date: March 29, 2010

Re: Agent Review for IW# 534 — South Road (3)

Previously | had provided my review comments and observations regarding the Inland
Wetland and Watercourses Application IW-534 for the Proposed Elderly Housing and
Commercial Development. The full set of plans for the project were reviewed entitled
“Proposed Elderly Housing and Commercial Development, South Road, Enfield, CT, Inland
Wetlands Permit Application”, sheets; MA-1, LA-1, LA-2, LS-1 thru LS4, GR-1, GR-2, UT-1,
UT-2, PH-1, SD-1 thru SD-5, NT-1 and 1, dated 12/11/09, revised to 03/15/10.

All comments as presented in my 2/24/10 and 3/11/10 Review Memo's have either been
addressed by the applicant or included as conditions of approval on the draft approvat letter.



INLAND WETLANDS AND WATERCOURSES AGENCY

Certified Mail: XXXXXXXXXXXXXX

WETLANDS PERMIT #1W 534

April 7, 2010
Enfield Properties

777 Enfield Street
Enfield, CT 06082

Enfield Properties,

At a regular meeting held April 6, 2010, the Enfield Inland W -tlands and Watercourses Agen 7 took' the
following action: : e

fice buildings and ﬁvé residential
93 & 99), within the regulated area.

IW-534- Enfield Properties - is requesting a permit to construct tw
apartment buildings 153 South Road and ad_]acent lots (Map 55, Lots &
Approved with conditions.

The permit is issued subject to the following conditions:

STANDARD CONDITIONS

Prior to the start of constrfuctmn:

1. The Inland Wetlan‘ s And Wate
within two busmess days of thec

ourses Agency ofifs designated Agent must be notified in writing

mmencement of per mltted actmtles and upon completion of said

2.
app10x1mately 117 x: ¥
Shall be submitted to t and Wetlands Agent
3. et requires that matertals be removed from the site, the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses
_designated” Agent must be notified in writing within two business days of the
commencement of permitted activities of where the removed materials will be deposited.
4, The permittee/conﬁjraétor shall schedule a pre-construction meeting with the Inland Wetlands Agent to

be held no sooner than two weeks before the regulated activities are to begin, The permittee shall, at
that time, review with the Inland Wetlands Agent, the procedures to be taken to protect the regulated
areas priot to and during construction,;

General Conditions of Approval:

5. This permit shall be valid for § years from the date of approval unless otherwise revoked or specifically
extended;
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0.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

all’times for emergency or routine
“haybales, mulch, stone-riprap filter: dikes or any other devices planned for use during construction.

All work and all regulated activities conducted pursuant to this permit shall be consistent with these terms
and conditions hereof. Any structures, excavation, fill, obstruction, encroachments or regulated activities
not specifically identified and authorized herein shall constitute a violation of this permit and may result in
its modification, suspension, or revocation. Upon initiation of the activities authorized herein, the
permittee thereby accepts and agrees to comply with the terms and conditions hereof;

This permit is not transferable without the written consent of the Enfield Inland Wetlands and
Watercourses Agency or its designated Agent;

information subsequently proves to be false, deceptive, mcomplete andfm maccurate this per m1t shall be

modified, suspended or revoked;

This permit shall be made a part of all construction conhacts and sub-conhacts pertaining to the
proposed regulated activities and shall supersede all other: conhact 1equnements

The permittee shall permit the Agency, its authorized representative(s) or demgnee(s“ to make periodic
inspections at any time deemed necessary in order:t6:assure that.the activity being performed under
authority of this permit is in accordance with the terms’ and COIldItiOI’}S prescribed herein;

No equipment or material including without limitation, ﬁII construction materials, or debris, shall be
deposited, placed, or stored in any weﬂand T Watercourse on or ff site unless specifically authorized by
this permit;

This permit is subject to and does not detogate any plesent or future propex ty rights or other rights or
powers of the Town of Enfield, and conveys no_propetty: ‘rights-or in real estate of material nor any
exclusive privileges, and:is:further subject to-any and all public and private rights and to any activity
affected hereby; - : i

Prior to the start-of construction, adequate erosion-and sedimentation control measures shall be
implemented, and shall be mamtamed__ throughout the entire construction phase and shall meet or exceed
the 2002 Connecticut Guidelines for=Soil-Erosion and Sediment Control, as revised, until the site has
become stabilized .with pe1manent vegetative cover. The construction site shall be left in a stable
condztlon at the close: of each day:. An adequate stockpile of erosion control materials shall be on site at
e. replacement and shall include materials to repair silt fences,

Adchtional elosmn/st(nm

"tet control measures are to be installed as dnected by the Inland Wetiand

All temporary bartiers, including erosion and sedimentation controls are to be removed when the site is
stabilized in suitable weather conditions. The site is considered stabilized when there is equal to or
greater than 70% vegetative cover;
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15. With the exception of the addition of the items stated in these conditions, this application is approved in
accordance with the plans entitled:

“Proposed Elderly Housing and Commercial Development, South Road, Enfield, CT, Inland Wetlands
Permit Application”, prepared by F.A. Hesketh & Associates, Inc. of East Granby, CT, dated February
10, 2010, revised to March 15, 2010.
¢ Title Sheet
s MA-1 Master Plan, dated12/11/09, revised to 03/08/10
e LLA-1 and LA-2, Layout Plan, dated12/11/09, revised to 03/08/10 _
o LS-1 thru LS-4, Landscape Plan, dated12/11/09, revised LS-1 and T.8-2:to 3/15/10 and LS-3 and
LS-4 to 03/08/10
e GR-1 and GR2, Grading and Erosion & Sed1mentat10n Con
03/08/10, GR-1 revised o 03/15/10
e UT-1and UT-2, Utility Plan, dated12/11/09, revised:to. 03/’08/10
o PH-1, Phasing Plan, dated12/11/09, revised to 03/08/10 .
» PH-2, Phase 1 Plan, dated12/11/09, revised to. 03/08/10
SD-1 thru SD-5, Site Details, dated12/11/09; rev'sed to 03/08/10
o NT-1, Notes, dated12/1 1/09, revised to 03/08/10:
s 1, Property Survey, dated12/11/09, revised to 03

‘:V,rlia‘n, dated12/11/09, revised to

approval, In additi oni an eleétromc copy of the Asﬂ -Built plan shaH be submiited in accordance with the
“Town of Enfield; CT Geogr aphic Information Systems Electronic Submittals Ordinance”.

17.  The Inland Wetlands an
or State:AAgency;

it nurnber shall be located on all future plans to any Town

Special _Cbll(litions of Approval:

8. The S}ard drain proposed-(6. be locafé& on Ronal & Rebecca Calabrese’s property, Map 55, Lot 94 may
only bg installed within the existing lawn area and not within the tree line. It is also recommended that a
drainage easement be prowded for this structure so that it may be properly maintained.

19. Stated on sheet L.S-1 of the project plans “... 6 foot high, white panel fence may be installed along
property line as tined in field with abuttmg property owners and P10Ject Landscape Architect. Final
location to be determined in field and adjusted to preserve existing trees.” The specifications of the fence
shall first be submitted to the IWWA or their designated Agent for review and approval prior to
installation. Currently, a portion of the fence is shown to be located within wetlands. The installation of
the fence shall accommodate for wildlife migration and minimize impacts to wetlands. Erosion controls
shall be installed to prohibit any disturbed soil from migrating into the resource areas.

20. A performance surety bond in the appropriate form shall be posted for 125% of the cost estimated by
the applicant and confirmed by the IWWA Agent for the wetland mitigation activities (creation,
enhancement, replacement) as propesed in the approved plans. The bond may be released by the IWWA
Agent after the report is received following the third complete growing season for each mitigation area,
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21.

22.

23,

24,

25,

2.

as approved and completed to the Agent’s satisfaction. The bond may be held for a longer period of
time until it is determined that the mitigation areas are performing as designed. Release of the bond by
any other agency, board or commission does not remove the permittee’s obligations with regard to this
permit condition.

In accordance with Section 18.2 of the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations most recently
revised in February 2005 an inspector shall be hired to conduct bi-weekly inspections for the Town of
all erosion and sediment control measures and report their findings to the TWWA bi-weekly. Inspections
shall be conducted bl-weekly during active construction and every three:weeks when construction is
inactive and soils remain exposed. Inspections shall be completed after-each™rain event of greater than
0.5” as determined by NOAA nearest rainfall gauge. The content and presentation of the weekly reports
shall be reviewed and approved by the IWWA Agent prior to the -of any construction activities.
The inspector shall be contracted with prior to the start of work =

A wetland scientist, hired by the apphcant sha]l be on-31te daliy dulmg the constmct:on of the wetland
inations shall be

A Conservation Restnctlon in favor of Enﬁeld Plopemes as. shown on the approved plans shall be
e of ‘the Certificate of Occupancies for each
subject property. A copy of the draft or final deed for edch parcel must be submitted to the Inland
Wetlands and Watercourse Agent for-review and apploval Conservation restriction markers shall be
instailed in accordance with Town requirements, by a licensed ‘sutveyor; at the applicant’s expense.
Easement markers will be p1 0V1ded by the PIannmg Department. Where no ‘uees are present greater

be completcdm accordance with the plans detailed in item 15 of
Rema. Feological Services, LLC February 16, 2010 Wetlands
nd Rema Ecological Services, LLC March 16, 2010 Mitigation Monitoring, Post-

n Manage ent, and Release of Biological Control for Purple Loosestrife” letter

deve]opment so: that it is maintained. The scheduIe for this mowing is included in REMA

Services, LLC ‘March 16, 2010 letter report regarding “Mitigation Monitoring, Post-
Constructio ...Vegetanon Management and Release of Biological Control for Purple Loosestrife”. This
mitigation is desi 1o continue for the life of the development, which in most cases will continue
beyond the validi his approval. Therefore, it is recommended that this mitigation also be included on
the site plan approval by the Enfield Planning and Zoning Commission (PZC). A memo requesting such
has been submitted to the PZC from the IWWA.

NOTE: This permit does not relieve the applicant from his responsibility to apply for any other permits

required by local, state or federal agencies.

This authorization constitutes the permit required by Section 22a-39 of the Connecticut General Statutes. The
decision legal notice wilf be published in the Journal Inquirer on XXXXXXXXX, 2010. Please note that the
appeal period (15 days) begins as of the date of publication in accordance with Sec. 22a-43 of the State Statutes.
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Issuance of the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Agency permit does not abrogate the responsibility to
obtain permits that may be necessary from other agencies at the local, state or federal level prior to
commencing your project.

Should you have any questions regarding the contents of this letter, please feel free to contact me at 253-6358.

Sincerely,

Katie A. Bednaz
Assistant Town Planner/Wetlands Agent

ce. Jos¢ Giner, Director of Planning
TW#534 File




820 Enfield Street, Enfield, CT 068082
Phone: {860) 253-6355 Fax; (880) 253-4729
www enfield-ct.gov

To:  Enfield Planning and Zoning Commission

From: Enfigld Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Agency
CC: =
Date: April 6, 2010

Re:  IW# 534 — South Road Residential/Commerci
Properties

: évelopment — Enfield

The Inland Wetlands and Watercolrses-Agency (IW WA Y'has approved TW#534
application submitted by Enfield Pmpmﬁeé ‘forconstruct two office buildings and five
residential apartment bu11dmgs at 153580uth R d: on adj _Tent lots (Map 55, Lots

“Mitigation h
..“ope}z f eld area.

2 Monitoring, Post=Constriiction Vegefafzon Mmzagemenr and Release of
“Biological Control:for Purple Loosestrife”. This mitigation is designed fo
continue for the lzfe of the development, which in most cases will continue
beyond.the validity.of this approval. Therefore, it is recommended that this
mitigation- also -be included on the site plan approval by the Enfield
Planning and Zoning Commission (PZC). A memo requesting such has
been submitted to the PZC from the IWWA.”

As you may be aware, IWWA approvals according to Chapter 440, Section 22a-
42a(d)(2) which states that IWWA approvals are valid for a period of five years with
the option for approval extensions, only if requested by the permit holder.
Conversely, a Site Plan Approval in accordance with Section 9.10.9 of the Town of
Enfield Zoning Regulations provides for a site to be maintained as approved without



TW# 534 — South Road Residential/Conumercial Development — Enfield Properties
April 6, 2010
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a time limit. Making the Site Plan Approval process the most appropriate vehicle for
long-term site maintenance items.

The project has been approved with the understanding that the rotational mowing in
the field arcas will be conducted as mitigation for project tmpacts to resource areas.
Mowing has been proposed to maintain wet meadow habitat which will maintain
habitat diversity on the site post development. In addition, when aforest borders open
fields, is beneficial to wildlife in that provides grazing and hunting-habitat
immediately adjacent to forested cover from predators. .-

Therefore, the TWWA is respectfully requesting that the PZC consideér including the
above condition as part of the PZC Site Plan App1 also that the cond1t10n may be
enforceable for the life of the development. :

Thank you in advance for your considerationi in this matter.==:

K\Wetlands\Administrative\Application Memo's To Commissiont20104W534 South Rd Adult Commercial Review to
PZC.doc



